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REPORT. 



Attorney-General's Office, 
Sacramento, September 15, 1892. 

To the honorable H. H. Markham, Governor of the State of California: 

Sir: In compliance with law, I hereby submit my biennial report of 
the condition of the business of this department, accompanying the 
same with a copy of my dockets, and with such suggestions as I deem 
l)roper and in accordance with conversations heretofore had with you. 

BUSINESS OF THE OFFICE. 

I took office at 12 o'clock m. on the fifth day of January, 1891, and 
immediately devoted my entire attention to the business of the State. 
Upon examining the dockets and documents in the office, I found pend- 
ing a great many cases commenced by Attorneys-General during the 
fifteen years last past. This statement has no application to ex- Attor- 
ney-General A. L. Hart, who practically completed all the business he 
undertook while in office. It seems to have been the custom to insti- 
tute suits, meritorious or otherwise, and then leave them to shift for 
themselves. This resulted in a large amount of accumulated business, 
and with the many duties imposed upon the Attorney-General by 
reason of the increased population of the State, I found that the help 
given him was inadequate to properly conduct the office. Upon a 
proper showing the Legislature granted this office two extra deputies 
and one shorthand reporter. 

It was at first my expectation to place the business in such a condi- 
tion that some of this help might be dispensed with >vhen the Legisla- 
ture next met, but as the w^ork is constantly increasing I find it will be 
necessary to keep engaged the entire force. 

The aggregate number of cases wherein the State was interested from 
the time I took office to the date of this report, and of which this office 
took cha;rge, is three hundred and ninety, which will more fully appear 
from the copy of my dockets herewith submitted. 

In addition to these cases I have closed and finally disposed of seven 
criminal cases and twenty-four civil cases which were on the printed 
docket of my predecessor, he having disposed of twenty-six criminal 
cases between the time of making his report in 1890 and the expiration 
of his term. 

CRIMINAL CASES. 

To conduct the office properly I found it necessary to divide it into 
departments. Two of the deputies have been engaged nearly all the 
time, and myself a portion of the time, in preparing ^brie^s ^iTQrQiMif^l 
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cases, and on account of the care bestowed upon that branch of the 
business the reversal of cases by the Supreme Court has been a much 
smaller percentage than occurred under any of my predecessors. Of 
the reversals 2 per cent were occasioned by reason of the Federal Cen - 
BUS of 1890, which showed that the j urisdiction of the Superior Court had 
ceased in cases commenced therein, the Supreme Court reversing the 
cases on that ground. 

On account of the small percentage of reversals by the Supreme Court, 
appeals in criminal cases diminished forty in number during the time 
covered by this report, relieving the Supreme Court of that amount of 
criminal work. 

The case of People vs. McNulty, a murder case, pending when I took 
office, has occasioned the Supreme Court and this office a great deal of 
work and trouble. Four opinions have been rendered by the Supreme 
Court in the case since January 5, 1891. 

It was first argued upon the theory that the instructions of the Court 
below, upon the subject of insanity as a defense, were erroneous — not in 
accordance with law. This point was easily overcome; the instructions 
were proper, and the Court affirmed the doctrine that when an accused 
murderer sets up insanity as a defense, the burden of the proof that he 
was insane at the time of the commission of the deed rests upon him. 

Afterwards a rehearing was granted on defendant's contention that 
the new execution law, passed March 30, 1891, had the effect of increasing^ 
the punishment for murder, and that it repealed the former law, and 
that by reason of the increased punishment provided for by the new 
law the defendant could not be executed under that law, and the old 
law having been repealed, the defendant could not be executed at alL 
This point was fully discussed and briefed by me on part of the State, 
and the Court held that the execution law of 1891 was unconstitutional, 
and that the defendant should be executed under the law in existence 
at the time the deed was committed. 

Another rehearing was granted. The matter was again discussed, 
and the Court's attention was called to Section 329, Political Code. It 
was finally held that the old statute was not repealed as to offenses 
committed while it was in force, and that the defendant should be 
executed in accordance with that statute. 

A fourth opinion was afterwards rendered, which settles the propo- 
sition that the controversy involved in the third opinion was properly 
before the Court. 

Defendant's counsel are now preparing an application to be made to 
the Supreme Court of the United States for a writ of error directed to 
the Supreme Court of this State to certify the record of the McNulty 
case in that Court, the defendant contending that he cannot be exe- 
cuted under the old law, and that the new execution law is in violation 
of the provisions of the Federal Constitution. If defendant's conten- 
tion is sustained, the present laws providing for the execution of mur- 
derers would be wiped out, and the effect would be to liberate not only 
the defendant, but all convicted and un sentenced murderers who com- 
mitted the crime of murder previous to the statute of March 30, 1891, and 
prevent the prosecution of all murderers whose crimes were committed 
prior to that date, and who are fugitives from the State of California. To 
obviate this the State should be represented at the hearing before the 
United States Supreme Court. ^^^^^^^^^ ^^ GoOglC 
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If the writ be granted, the Legislature should make an appropriation to 
pay my expenses to Washington to present the case before the Supreme 
Court, there being no appropriation now available for that purpose. 
Such expense would be much less than the cost of employing counsel 
at Washington, and, as I am conversant with all the points in the case, 
I can better represent the State than could any other person. 

COUNTY GOVERNMENT ACT. 

The County Government Act has been put to a severe test since the 
adjournment of the last Legislature. It is evident that under the pro- 
visions of Section 5 of Article VI of the Constitution of this State, the 
Legislature has no right to pass a new County Government Act giving 
the Board of Supervisors of the respective counties power to create oflSces 
or fix the amount of salaries thereto attached. The offices must be cre- 
ated and the salaries fixed by the Legislature. 

The new County Government Act, under which the incoming county 
officers will act, is defective in many particulars. In connection with 
this I refer to the decisions of the Supreme Court of this State in 
Dougherty vs. Austin, and People ex rel. Atkinson vs. Johnson, 

The intent of the Constitution eeems to be that the counties shall be 
so classified that justice shall be done to all of them, and it was never 
intended that each county should be a class by itself. 

Many of the incongruities now existing in the County Government 
Act arise from the uncertainty of its language in relation to the creation 
of offices and terms of office. I shall be pleased to give my views to the 
Committee on County Government appointed by the next Legislature, if 
desired. Any classification of counties which discriminates as to term 
of same office is unconstitutional, as there must be uniformity as to the 
terms of like offices. 

Under the rule laid down by the decisions above referred to there are 
at least sixty provisions of the present County Government Act uncon- 
stitutional, and this prevents county officers from properly discharging 
their official duties. 

UNIFORM FEE BILL. 

Nearly every county in this State has a different fee bill. There is no 
uniformity. There is no reason why there should not be a uniform fee 
bill throughout the entire State, so that the people knowing the fees in 
their own county would know the fees of other counties. It should not 
cost more to record a deed in Monterey County than in the City and 
County of San Francisco, nor more in Los Angeles than in other coun- 
ties. The clerical work can certainly be done as cheaply in one county 
as in another. A uniform fee bill, without doubt, would be beneficial. 

It is true that in sparsely settled counties a Sheriff, or other officer, 
might have farther to travel for the same amount of business than one 
in thickly settled counties, but that could be remedied by a fee for mile- 
age, which could be allowed as personal compensation, in addition to 
salary. A Sheriff' traveling twelve miles should not receive as much for 
serving papers as one traveling one hundred miles. The mileage should 
be sufficient to compensate the officer making the trip, and should be for 
his personal use. In fact it would be well to fix the salaries in all classes 
of counties on the basis of a minimum amount, with a minimum num- 
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ber of assistants, and in addition thereto a percentage of all fees collected, 
and thus provide a mode whereby an increase of business and population 
would inure to the officer, in order to give him a reasonable compensa- 
tion for any additional help that may be required to keep pace with the 
increase of business. The compensation of officers should also be bo 
arranged that they could receive the assistance they need lander the 
requirements of the revenue and registration laws. 

REVENUE LAWS. 

There are several matters in regard to the revenue laws which should 
be remedied. Many of the counties claim compensation for the collec- 
tion of the State's portion of the taxes under statutes passed prior 
to the adoption of the Codes and before the adoption of the present 
Constitution. The rate of such compensation is not the same in the 
different counties, and some of them make the collection without com- 
pensation. The laws granting compensation to counties for the collec- 
tion of the State's portion of the taxes were adopted by the Legislature 
when County Treasurers received a percentage on the amounts collected 
in lieu of salary, but under the present Constitution and laws they receive 
a salary, and there no longer exists ^ny reason why counties should 
receive compensation for collecting such taxes. But if compensation is 
to be given to the counties for this Work, each county should receive its 
just proportion — an equal percentage^^on the amounts collected. 

The Controller, no doubt, will call your attention more fully to this 
matter. 

SUITS AGAINST CONTAGIOUS FRUIT TREES. 

Upon the application of the State Board of Horticulture, I requested 
Hon. James McLachlan, District Attorney of Los Angeles County, to 
bring suit against Meserve Bros., to have declared as a nuisance, and 
destroyed, some three hundred and fifty thousand orange trees, brought 
to San Pedro, in this State, from the Island of Tahiti, which were infected 
with thirteen species of scales and insects. 

At the time the suit was commenced it was by many attorneys in 
this State, and also by the State Board of Horticulture, considered 
doubtful if it could be maintained. The case was strenuously contested. 
Testimony was introduced as to the effect of such scales and insects 
upon the fruit industry of this State. After a full trial and argument, 
in which I personally took part, the case was submitted to his Honor 
Judge McKinley, of the Los Angeles Superior Court, who, after mature 
deliberation, decided that the trees be condemned as containing insects 
injurious to the fruit and orange industries of the State, and decreeing 
that they should be destroyed, which was done. The opinion was so 
clear and well reasoned that defendants failed to appeal. 

This establishes beyond question the right of the State, through the 
Attorney-General, to bring suits for the condemnation and destruction 
of trees, shrubs, and plants brought into the State which are infected 
with scales or insects injurious, or liable to be injurious, to the fruit 
industry of the State, and it should be considered a great victory for the 
people, and an appropriation made to carry on such cases when neces- 
sary. 
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GUARANTEE AND LOAN ASSOCIATIONS. 

Many of the so-called guarantee and loan associations in this State 
are foreign corporations doing business here without local restraint, 
there being no law applying to them or providing for their examination 
or compelling them to deposit security for the members located in this 
State. Citizens of this State are being preyed upon and swindled by 
such companies, which generally hold out magnificent inducements for 
investment. Some of these companies are organized on the principles of 
a lottery or life insurance company, so far as forfeitures are concerned, 
and victims by a failure to pay the monthly installments on the very 
day they become due forfeit their investments, no matter how much has 
been paid in. Such associations are doing business in this and other 
States without any guarantee that they will fulfill their obligations. 
Many of them are based upon the proposition that nothing is returned 
to the investor for six, or sometimes for fifteen or twenty years. 

The citizens of this State should be protected from such institutions 
by a law compelling them to obtain a license from the Bank Commis- 
sioners before doing business here, and requiring them to make a deposit 
pf securities with the State Treasurer for the protection of citizens 
investing in them. The Board of Bank Commissioners should also have 
control of such associations. 

RAILROAD TAX CASES. 

You are aware of the reluctance shown by the railroad companies to 
pay taxes, and much of my time has been spent on the railroad tax 
cases, to push them to a finality in the Federal and State Courts. 

Some two weeks before assuming my official duties I investigated the 
form of complaint which had been passed upon by the Supreme Court 
of this State in the case of The People vs. C. P. R. R. Co,, 83 Cal. 393. 
I found that the suits brought by my predecessor were upon complaints 
similar in form to those adversely passed upon in the case cited, and I 
determined that a new form of complaint should be adopted, in order 
that a decision of the Supreme Court might be had upon the constitu- 
tional provisions of this State in reference to the assessment of railroads 
operated in more than one county, without being hampered by techni- 
calities as to the form of pleading. Accordingly, thr^e days before 
taking office, I had new amended complaints filed by the associate 
counsel for the taxes of 1887. These cases were briefed and submitted 
to the Hon. J. P. Hoge, one of the Superior Judges of the City and 
County of San Francisco, but he died before passing upon the demur- 
rers interposed by defendants. His successor. Judge Hebbard, heard 
argument upon the demurrers, and, after due consideration, overruled 
them; and I have no doubt that upon a trial of the cases the honorable 
Judge will follow his ruling upon the demurrers and award judgment 
in favor of plaintiflf for the amount of taxes, penalties, costs, and 
interest. 

It is a matter of history that the Supreme Court of the United States 
has refused to take up and pass upon the case of The People vs. San 
Pablo and Tulare R, R, Co., pending in that Court, wherein the consti- 
tutionality of our State Constitution in reference to railroad taxation is 
involved, because of the decision of our Supreme Court in the ease 
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reported in 83 Cal. But by reason of the recent decision of Judge Heb- 
bard, it has become possible that the questions, claimed by the railroad, 
attorneys to have been decided in People vs. C. P. R. R. Co,, can again 
be brought before our Supreme Court; and should it decide adversely to 
what the railroad claims to be the doctrine laid down in the case last 
cited, then, and not before, a decision may be obtained from the Supreme 
Court of the United States upon the question of the constitutionality of 
our State Constitution in reference to railroad taxation. I am pleased 
to report that within the last twelve months three cases have been 
decided by the latter Court which seem to fully determine the constitu- 
tionality of the provisions of our Constitution on that subject. 

Shortly after taking office I instructed the District Attorney of coun- 
ties in which the Southern Pacific Company operated to bring suit for 
the county's portion of the taxes of 1887. The suits were brought, and 
the railroad companies filed demurrers on the statutory grounds that the 
complaints did not state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action, 
and also raising all conceivable constitutional and technical objections. 
The demurrers have been fully argued and briefed in most of the coun- 
ties, and in some of them have been overruled, which, in my judgment, 
practically settles the cases in favor of the counties. 

From my examination of the questions involved I reach the conclusion 
that the provisions of our Constitution providing for the assessment of 
railroads operated in more than one county are not in violation of the 
provisions of the Federal Constitution. 

The decision of the United States Supreme Court, that a Federal fran- 
chise granted to a railroad company cannot be assessed — to a certain 
extent invalidating many of the assessments against these railroads 
made prior to 1887 — leads me to the conclusion that the assessments 
levied previous to that year were not in accordance with the provisions 
of the Constitution, and that those taxes cannot be collected; in fact, in 
nearly all of the cases judgment had passed against the State before I 
took office. This being so, it will be necessary to have a reassessment 
law passed enabling the State Board of Equalization to reassess the roads; 
but, notwithstanding the fact that the railroad companies have been out 
of politics for several years, the people will indeed be fortunate should 
they succeed in securing the passage of such an Act. I have about con- 
cluded that the only way toobtain a reasonable amount of these taxes 
is by special Act of the Legislature authorizing some reasonable com- 
promise. The officers of the railroad have frequently promised me to 
settle these taxes, but so far have not done so, nor made any proposition 
which I can submit to you. If any is made, I will submit a special 
report of the matter before the next meeting of the Legislature. 

In the various railroad tax cases pending I have personally prepared 
and filed 576 pages of printed briefs, and have had the satisfaction of 
winning every decision on the demurrers which have been disposed of. 

PEOPLE vs. AMERICAN SUGAR REFINERY COMPANY. 

When I took office a case was pending — People vs. American Sugar 
Refinery Company — to forfeit the franchise of the company on account 
of its having violated the law by entering into a trust, to the disad- 
vantage of the people. In this case my predecessor employed Messrs. 
Pierson & Mitchell, as special counsel to represent the State., They 
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euccessfuUy carried the cause to a judgment, and a fine of $5,000 was 
collected and paid^ in. Of this amount they should be entitled to at 
least 10 per cent as compensation for their services, and there should 
also be repaid to them the money which they necessarily expended in 
prosecuting the case. 

Their claim should be allowed, and the Legislature should be requested 
to pass a deficiency bill to pay the same. Although this deficiency arises 
under my predecessor's administration, still I deem it right, on account 
of the interests involved and the success obtained, that, the claim be paid. 

There is one unfortunate thing connected with this case, and that is 
a receiver was appointed by the lower Court, and he incurred costs and 
expenses amounting to about $24,000. The Supreme Court held the 
appointment void,' yet it is claimed that the State is liable for these 
costs. This question is now before the Supreme Court, and if determined 
adversely to the State the greater part of said costs should be paid. 

CORRESPONDENCE. 

On taking possession I found that the correspondence of the office is 
very great, and it has taken almost the entire time of one of my deputies 
and my shorthand reporter, as well as considerable of my own, to attend 
to it. Since January 5, 1891, over six thousand one hundred and thirty- 
six communications have been sent out, some of them of considerable 
length. 

It is true many of these letters were in response to questions pro- 
pounded by persons who were not entitled to my official opinion under 
the law, but who were entitled to the opinion of the District Attorneys 
of tkeir respective counties, and many of them should have been ad- 
dressed to the District Attorney of the county where the writers resided. 
At first I thought of referring the latter class to those officials, but I 
found that on account of their numerous and pressing duties they did 
not always have the time to properly consider the matters, and conse- 
quently did not always agree on the matters submitted to them, and 
that such references only led to further inquiries addressed to this 
office. I came to the conclusion, therefore, that time would be saved 
by answering all letters received, where the parties were entitled to an 
answer from some public officer, and this policy has been pursued. 

The provisions of the new County Government Act, and the revenue 
and school laws, gave rise to many inquiries. In response to these and 
other questions my second deputy and I have written two hundred and 
seventy opinions, many of them of great length and requiring a vast 
amount of research. My first deputy also prepared fifteen opinions, 
and there is at least a month's work of that description now in the 
office awaiting examination, and I dread the work of the approaching 
election. 

IRRIGATION DISTRICTS. 

I have frequently been asked by Commissioners, investors, and trust 
■companies for an official opinion in reference to the legality of bonds 
issued by irrigation districts formed under the irrigation laws of this 
State. The decisions of the Supreme Court, we take it for granted, have 
finally established the validity of the irrigation laws, and the bonds of the 
districts, if legally issued, are no doubt desirable investments. But in 
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order to determine the legality of the bonds it is necessary to ascertain 
whether the districts are legally formed — whether the organizers of a dis- 
trict took the necessary steps to give them jurisdiction to create the district. 
Questions of this character are always open to be considered by the 
Courts, and if found that the organizers of a district had no jurisdiction 
to create it, the bonds of such district will without doubt be declared null 
and void. Under the present law such questions cannot be finally 
determined until raised and passed upon by the Supreme Court which, 
in many cases, may not be done for years to come, thus making these 
bonds unsatisfactory security. 

This defect can be remedied by the passage of an additional section 
or amendment to the irrigation laws providing for a suit in rem — against 
all persons, known and unknown, and against the lands composing the 
district. The complaint can be so drawn as to bring the land and all the 
owners, known and unknown, into Court. If it be found that the organ- 
izers had jurisdiction, and that the district is legally formed, the validity 
of the bonds would forever be established, and the land and land 
owners would be forever estopped from raising that question. 

At the request of and in pursuance of a resolution of the Legislature, 
I compiled an edition of the irrigation laws, with the decisions of the 
Supreme Court thereon, to which I hereby refer. 

BANK COMMISSIONERS. 

I find many defects in the laws pertaining to the Board of Bank Com- 
missioners. At the last session of the Legislature a law was passed 
placing building and loan associations under their control, but no pro- 
vision was made compelling such associations to contribute towarde the 
support of the Board. This should be remedied. 

A law should be passed compelling such associations to make reports 
to, and contribute towards, the support of the Board. The Commis- 
sioners should also be required to make an examination of building and 
loan associations. 

Many such institutions are incorporated under the laws of this State 
simply as money-making schemes, and without reference to rules apply- 
ing to legitimate and honest associations. Placing them under the con- 
trol of the Bank Commissioners would afibrd protection to the citizens 
of this State who are members of such associations. 

In February, 1892, the Bank Commissioners reported that the Cali- 
fornia Savings Bank of San Diego was insolvent. I thereupon com- 
menced proceedings to appoint a receiver and wind up the affairs of the 
bank. But the laws pertaining to such matters are unsatisfactory and 
uncertain, and should be amended so that speedy, adequate, and sum- 
mary proceeedings may be had to close up insolvent savings banks. 

DIRECT TAX. 

Under the Act of the Legislature, approved March 12, 1862 (Statutes 
of 1862, p. 205), an annual ad valorem tax of 15 cents upon each $100 
in value of all the property in this State liable to taxation was levied to 
provide revenue for the payment of the quota of the direct tax appor- 
tioned to this State by the Act of Congress entitled "An Act to provide 
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increased revenue from imposts to pay the interest on the public debt, 
and for other purposes," approved August 5, 1861. 

This tax was levied and collected as any other State tax. It was paid 
.into the State Treasury to the credit of the Federal Tax Fund, and was 
by the State Treasurer paid to the Assistant Treasurer of the United 
States, at the city of San Francisco. 

On March 2, 1891, Congress passed a law directing the return of the 
money so paid, which was known as the Direct Tax money, and by 
virtue of the resolve of Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 9 you were 
authorized to accept the sum appropriated and the trust imposed by 
the Act of Congress entitled ^*An Act to credit and pay to the several 
States and Territories, and the District of Columbia, all moneys collected 
under the direct tax levied by the Act of Congress, approved August 5, 
A. D. 1861/' in full satisfaction of all claims against the United States 
on account of the levy and collection of said tax ; and you were author- 
ized to receive the said money for the use and purposes aforesaid, and 
receipt therefor; and when so received, to pay the same into the State 
Treasury, to be credited to the General Fund. 

In pursuance of said resolution you collected the sum of $208,246 89, 
and paid it into the State Treasury to the General Fund, and have sub- 
mitted to me the question whether said money shall remain permanently 
in the General Fund, to be used by the State in its own interest, or be 
refunded to the persons who originally paid the tax into the State 
Treasury. 

I have given this subject careful attention, and, without going into 

details, I am clearly of opinion that the money should remain in the 

General Fund; that the persons who paid the tax are not entitled to 

receive any part of it, and that the State does not hold said money, or 

' any part thereof, in trust for such persons. 

Should you require it, I shall be pleased to furnish you a more 
extended opinion upon this question. 

THE OAKLAND WATERFRONT. 

Application has been made to me by citizens of the city of Oakland 
to bring an action on behalf of the People of the State to investigate the 
claim of title made by the corporation known as the Oakland Water- 
front Company to what is termed the waterfront of said city, and to 
inquire by what authority the Board of Trustees of the town of Oakland 
undertook to convey said waterfront to be held as private property, and 
what right said company has in and to said property. 

By an Act of the Legislature entitled "An Act to incorporate the town 
of Oakland, and to provide for the construction of wharves thereat," 
approved May 4, 1852, the town of Oakland was incorporated, the cor- 
porate powers being vested in a Board of Trustees, and power was 
conferred on such Board to authorize the construction of wharves, docks, 
piers, and slips, and to regulate the same; and it is declared in that Act 
that with the view to facilitate the construction of wharves and other 
improvements, the lands lying within the limits of the town, between 
high tide and ship channel, were thereby granted and released to said 
town, and that said lands should be retained by said town as common 
property, or disposed of for the purposes aforesaid. 

On the 18th of May, 1852, just two weeks from the time tl^ AcLwa^ 
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approved which created the town of Oakland, the Board of Trustees of 
that town adopted an ordinance which purported to sell, grant, and 
release unto Horace W. Carpentier, and to his assigns, the waterfront of 
said town; that is to say, all the lands lying within the limits of the 
town of Oakland between high tide and ship channel, together with all* 
the right, title, and interest of the town of Oakland therein, and said 
ordinance directed that the President of the Board should execute a con- 
veyance of said waterfront to Carpentier in accordance with the provis- ' 
ions of that ordinance, and on the 31st of May, 1852, said President 
attempted, by deed, to convey said waterfront to Carpentier. 

On the 27th of August, 1853, said Board of Trustees passed another 
ordinance for the purpose of further assuring the title to said waterfront 
to Carpentier, and to his legal representatives. 

The Oakland Waterfront Company claimed to have acquired, under 
said Carpentier, the absolute title to said waterfront. 

The city of Oakland was incorporated, as the successor of the town of 
Oakland, by an Act of the Legislature, approved March 25, 1854. The 
Council of said city has at different times inaugurated measures to 
dispute the claim of that company to said waterfront, but such pro- 
ceedings have been followed by attempts by the Council of said city to 
confirm the title of that company to that property. 

At the present time there is great desire on the part of the citizens of 
Oakland to have the controversy concerning the control and ownership 
of the waterfront judicially determined and finally settled between the 
public and that company. I am of the opinion that the most effectual 
method of accomplishing this is by an action in favor of the people of 
the State, and I should have brought the suit before this, but no fund 
has been provided by the Legislature to meet the expenses thereof. 

Among the questions that would be raised by such an action would 
be: 

1. What right the Legislature had to grant this land which lies be- 
tween high tide and ship channel? 

2. What was the nature of the title which was granted bv the town 
of Oakland by the Act of March 4, 1852? 

3. What was the purpose for which the grant was made? 

4. What authority had that town to make the grant of such property 
to an individual to be held by him and his grantee as private property? 

5. What was the force and effect of the ordinances that had been 
adopted by the town and city of Oakland, designed to confer upon Car- 
pentier and his assigns the ownership of the waterfront? 

6. What was the effect of said deed made by the President of the 
Board of Trustees of that town? 

7. Also, what was the effect of the subsequent Acts of the Legislature, 
which are claimed by that company to have confirmed its title to the 
waterfront? In this connection it will be remembered that by Section 10 
of the Act approved March 5, 1861 (an Act to amend an Act incorpo- 
rating the city of Oakland), it was enacted that the ordinances of the 
town of Oakland were thereby ratified and confirmed. The Legislature 
also passed an Act, approved March 28, 1868, entitled "An Act to enable 
the city of Oakland to settle its controversy," under which Act the City 
Council of said city passed ordinances intended to further confirm that 
company's title to that property. 

8. Whether the so-called deed by the town of Oakland, was anything 
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more than the individual deed of the President of the Town Council, 
and whether the town granted more than a mere life estate to Carpen- 
tier? The law at that time required the use of the word "heirs," in 
order to convey more than a life estate, and these words were not used 
in the deed. 

9. Whether the judgments in favor of the company against the city 
of Oakland are of any effect, in view of the fact that they were by con- 
sent or collusive, and in view of the provisions of Article XV of the 
State Constitution? 

This waterfront is of great value, and the doubts which now prevail 
in respect to the title to the same are very detrimental to the interests 
of the city of Oakland, and the question where the title and control of 
this waterfront rest should be speedily determined. 

If the Oakland Waterfront Company has a perfect title, that fact 
should be established; but if on the other hand the transfer of title by 
the town of Oakland to Carpentier and others was in violation of the 
Act of the Legislature granting the property in trust to the town of 
Oakland, or if it only transferred a life estate, it is a matter which 
should be determined at an early day. 

I am inclined to the opinion that neither the Oakland Waterfront 
Company nor the parties now in litigation with that company are the 
owners of any portion of said waterfront, but that by reason of the viola- 
tion of the trust by the town, and afterwards by the city of Oakland, the 
title has reverted to the State, and a suit should be brought in the name 
of the People of the State of California to determine said trust. A suit 
of this character would involve considerable expense to the State. An 
abstract would be required to show the proper parties to be made defend- 
ants. This would cost probably $3,000. Many witnesses would have to 
be subpoenaed, whose fees and traveling expenses would have to be paid, 
as would also the costs of Court, jury fees, and the traveling and inci- 
dental expenses of the Attorney-General. 

In view of the importance of this question to the State and the city of 
Oakland, I suggest that the Legislature make a sufficient appropriation 
to cover the expenses of such a proceeding which, including abstract, 
would be at least $10,000. If such an appropriation be passed, I will 
push the matter vigorously, and I think the State would ultimately 
establish her title, or at least determine the nature and extent of the 
trust. Then by the passage of proper laws the waterfront can be used 
for the purpose originally intended — navigation and commerce — open- 
ing up to the city of Oakland and the county of Alameda a new era of 
progress and prosperity by giving to all railroad companies and manu- 
facturing establishments terminal and other facilities. 

EIGHT-HOUR LAW. 

I am frequently called upon to approve building contracts in behalf of 
the State, also the bonds given to secure the proper performance of such 
work, and in every instance have refused to do so where the contract 
did not contain the provision that laborers employed thereon should 
not work more than eight hours per day. Section 17 of Article XX of 
the Constitution provides that " eight hours shall constitute a legal day's 
work ©n all public work," and I think it was the intention of the people 
of the State that laborers, mechanics, and all persojis^.^|jgr^iji^(-jig]|(gi 



14 REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

public buildings and public works should not be required to labor more 
than eight hours per day. But I am forced to believe that in many- 
instances this provision has not been complied with. This should not 
be, and all Commissioners and officers controlling work of the State 
should see that the law is carried out. The trouble is there is no pen- 
alty or forfeiture provided for such neglect on the part of officers or 
Commissioners of the State. • 

This law should be enforced, and the Legislature should attach a pen- 
alty sufficient to insure that the will of the people as expressed in the 
Constitution shall be carried out. 

JURIES. 

Much complaint has been made in relation to juries, causing the jury 
system to be brought into disrepute. This is not due altogether to the 
fact that many juries are selected from bystanders and loafers hanging 
around for that purpose, but also to the fact that the law compelling 
business men to attend on Courts as jurymen is onerous and causes 
hardship. 

I think this could be remedied by the passage of a law exempting busi- 
ness men from jury duty except for one month of the year, unless the 
case in which they are acting as jurymen should last for a longer period. 
Jurymen should also be entitled to fees in criminal cases, sufficient to 
pay their expenses while away from their business in attendance upon 
a Court. The law should be so framed that in counties having a Supe- 
rior Court of more than one department, one jury should be called for 
the whole Court, and the jury attend first upon one and then another 
department. Few business men would object to serving as jurors for 
a reasonable length of time, and when a jury composed of such men is 
obtained, satisfaction is always given. 

DEPARTMENT AT WASHINGTON. 

Upon the showing made by Hon. Theo. Reichert, Surveyor-General, 
I deemed it necessary for him and me to go to Washington, D. C, to argue 
before the Secretary of the Interior the right of the State of California to 
lieu school lands in place of sixteenth and thirty-sixth sections swamp, 
and also in reference to other matters pertaining to school and swamp 
lands due the State. Although our mission was not successful, so far as 
securing an immediate decision in favor of the State, it was defeated 
only by reason of the Secretary of the Interior holding that the Revised 
Statutes of the United States did not apply to California. 

This contention, in my judgment, is without reason or law, for I am 
confident that the Revised Statutes of the United States were made for 
California as well as for other States. It seems to me that the conten- 
tion of the Secretary of the Interior, that the Land Act of 1866 forever 
bars Congress from subsequently passing a law applying to the lands 
of this State, cannot be maintained. 

I immediately filed a petition for rehearing, which is still under con- 
sideration, and I trust that when the petition is heard, or a new Secre- 
tary of the Interior shall go into office, a decision will be obtained 
giving the State what she is lawfully and justly entitled to receive. 

The Land Department at Washington has also refused to lisjt to the 
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State the Tulare Lake lands, thus throwing a cloud on the title of many 
settlers on such lands. This can be remedied by an Act of the Legisla- 
ture confirming the title to all such lands, whether swamp or lake, and 
our Congressmen at Washington should be requested to secure the pas- 
sage, of a Federal law providing for the General Governn^ent's listing to 
the State lake as well as swamp land. 

CONSTITUTIONAL QUESTIONS. 

The Legislature at its last session passed an Act (Statutes of 1891, 
p. 275) authorizing the Coulterville and Yosemite Turnpike Company 
to commence and prosecute a civil action against the State to recover 
damages in the suiti of $125,000 for alleged violation of franchise or con- 
tract entered into by that company, and the Commissioners to manage 
the Yosemite Valley and the Mariposa Big Tree Grove, on behalf of the 
State. The same Legislature also granted Robert C. Ball the right to 
bring an action against the State of California (Statutes of 1891, p. 194) 
for the value of his services as architect in the construction of the State 
Prison at Folsom. 

The former case was tried during the first four days of June, 1892, 
and a decision was given in favor of the State on August 3, 1892, on the 
grounds: (1) That the plaintiff had no cause of action, and the State 
was not liable. (2) That the passage of said Act by the Legislature was 
unconstitutional and void, being special legislation, and in violation of 
Subdivisions 19 and 33 of Section 25 of Article IV of the Constitution. 
The Court held that Section 6 of Article XX of the Constitution, author- 
izing the Legislature to pass laws allowing suits to be brought against 
the State, required an Act applying to all persons in like condition. 

In this connection it might be well to consider the feasibility of the 
passage of a general law allowing suit to be brought against the State 
to determine her liability in cases of this character. Fully one third of 
the time of the Legislature has heretofore been required in passing upon 
claims against the State, and in enacting laws in reference thereto, and 
many of the legislative scandals have arisen from matters of this kind. 
If such claims were referred to a Court the Legislature could devote 
more of its time to legitimate business. If such a law were passed a 
special Court should be created to pass upon cUims, or the State Board 
of Examiners should be given greater power, so as to be enabled to take 
testimony and report findings of fact thereon. But if the jurisdiction of 
such cases should be given to Courts now in existence, it ought to be con- 
fined to the Superior Court of Sacramento County, so that the Attorney- 
General need not be compelled to travel over the State to defend such 
actions. 

Two other important cases have recently been passed upon by the 
Supreme Court — Stevenson vs. Colgan, 91 Cal. 649, and Rankin vs. 
Colgan, 92 Cal. 605 — the main question being whether the Supreme 
Court would hear testimony aliunde to determine if an appropriation 
was in violation of Sections 30 and 31 of Article IV of the State Consti- 
tution. The Court, after deliberate consideration, concluded it had no 
right to go behind the language of an Act to determine that- question. 

The people of the State of California when in convention, and when 
voting for the new Constitution, no doubt believed that the provisions of 
Sections 30 and 31, of said Article IV, would havej;h.e JP*^(3^1^f^i^S 
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away from the Legislature the power to appropriate money, or to pass 
an Act making a gift, or giving extra compensation, or doing anything 
in violation of the language of thope sections; also, that the Courts would 
investigate the facts, and take sufficient testimony to determine whether 
the Legislature had jurisdiction to make such appropriations. The 
Supreme Court has decided otherwise, and I report the matter to you, 
so that you may, if you deem proper, recommend to the Legislature an 
amendment to the Constitution which shall, by express terms, declare 
and direct that every Court of this State, when asked to pass upon such 
questions, shall take testimony to determine the constitutionality of an 
appropriation to pay a claim against the State. Under the ruling of the 
Court it is now easy for the Legislature, by words in an Act, to cover an 
appropriation in such manner that although it would, as a matter of 
fact, be in violation of the Constitution, yet it would not appear on the 
face of the Act to be in violation thereof. The people have heretofore 
looked with confidence upon the Constitution as their protection against 
extravagant and unjust legislative action. 

Another important case — Bourn vs. State Board of Examiners, 93 Cal. 
321 — involving the construction of a statute appropriating $10,000 to 
pay the claim of A. J. Bourn for the loss of an arm while in the service 
of the State, has also been passed upon by the State Supreme Court. 
Bourn was a guard at the State Prison at San Quentin, and the loss of 
his arm resulted from a shot fired by escaping prisoners. The Court 
held that it appeared upon the face of the Act that the service rendered 
by claimant at the time he received the injury was within the line of his 
duty, and that it was special legislation to grant him relief therefor. 

If it be deemed advisable to compensate employes of the State who 
may be injured while faithfully performing their duties, it will be neces- 
sary to pass a general law, applying to all persons in like condition, and 
fixing some basis of compensation for injuries received. 

INDIAN WAR BONDS. 

The suit of Sawyer vs. Colgan, Controller of State, was brought in 
the Superior Court of Sacramento County to recover principal and 
interest on a certain bond and coupons issued by this State, pursuant 
to Acts of the State Legislature, approved February 15, 1851, and May 
3, 1852, providing for creating indebtedness to suppress Indian wars. 
Under these Acts and supplemental Acts this State issued and sold 
$838,100 of bonds, of which $200,000 bore interest at 12 per cent per 
annum, and the balance at 7 per cent per annum. 

On September 1, 1856, the United States paid on this indebtedness 
$914,071 02. Subsequently, by special statutes, this State paid certain 
of the remaining indebtedness. There is at the present time outstand- 
ing and unpaid the following: 

Bonds of 1851.-- - - - |3,000 00 

Interest on same, from date to maturity _ 3,531 00 

Bonds of 1852 - 15,300 00 

Interest on same, from date to maturity 8,701 81 

Coupons now outstanding, from January 1, 1854, to September 1, 1866, from 

• bonds of 1851 - -— - - 63,040 00 

Coupons, from January 1, 1854, to September 1, 1856, from bonds of 1852 110,282 66 

$203,855 47 
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These obligations have been determined to be just and legal claims 
against the State. The owners now seek to recover these obligations, 
and interest thereon from maturity. The interest amounts to more 
than double the face of the bonds and coupons, as above set forth, and 
if the suit had been won by the plaintiflF it would have taken at least 
$600,000 to pay these bonds and coupons. In my judgment, the State 
is not liable for this interest {United States yb. North Carolina, 136 
U. S. 211), but it is equitably and legally liable for the face of the bonds 
and coupons, as above set forth. The State can now settle the indebted- 
ness for the face of the bonds and coupons, without interest, and will be 
enabled to recover the amount paid back from the General Government; 
but if not settled now, the time will come, sooner or later, when the 
people may be compelled to pay the same, including annual interest to 
date of payment; hence, I suggest that the matter ought to be settled 
and disposed of while the owners are willing to accept the face of the 
bonds and coupons. In this case, Sawyer vs. Colgan, the Superior Court 
of Sacramento County held that the plaintifi' was not entitled to recover, 
because there was no appropriation. From this decision the plaintiff 
appealed, and the case is now pending in the Supreme Court. 

PISHING IN STATE WATERS. 

My attention has several times been called, by members of the Fish 
Commission, to the destruction of small fish in the bay of San Francisco, 
and other waters of the State, by the Chinese and other foreigners. 
Large sums have been expended by the Commissioners to protect the 
fisheries, but the work of destruction still goes on and increases apace. 

Thousands of tons of small fish are annually exported by the Chinese 
alone, and the food supply of our own people is to that extent dimin- 
ished. The State, in my opinion, owns these fisheries, and the humblest 
fisherman in California, including the small boy known as the" wharf 
rat," is entitled to her protection. 

The bay of San Francisco, the streams flowing into it, and the ocean 
outside the heads are prolific of fish, but they will not long continue to 
afford a sufficient supply at the present rate of destruction. I am there- 
fore of opinion that the Legislature should be advised to pass a law for- 
bidding foreigners the use of our waters for fishing purposes. Such an 
Act, if made applicable to the Chinese alone, might be obnoxious to the 
objection of being in contravention of the treaty with China — as not 
according to the Chinese equal rights and privileges with the subjects of 
the most favored nations. But if its provisions are general, and apply 
equally to all foreigners, the Act would not, in my opinion, conflict with 
the Constitution, or with any treaty stipulations. There can be no 
question, I think, as to the jurisdiction of California over the waters 
within her limits. 

Those limits are defined by the Constitution of 1849, as follows: 

Commencing at the point of ii^tersection of the forty-second degree of north latitude 
with the one hundred and twentieth degree of longitude west from Greenwich, and run- 
ning south on the line of the said one hundred and twentieth degree of west longitude, 
until it intersects the thirty-ninth degree of north latitude; thence running in a straight 
line in a southeasterly direction to the river Colorado at a i)oint where it intersects the 
thirty-fifth degree of north latitude; thence down in the middle of the channel of said 
river to the boundary line between the United States and Mexico as established by the 
treaty of May 30, 1848; thence running west and along said boundary line to the Pacific 
Ocean, and extending therein three English miles; thence running in a northwesterly 
2 6 Digitized by VjOOQIC 



18 REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

direction and following the direction of the Pacific Coast to the forty-second degree of 
north latitude; thence on the line of said forty-second degree of north latitude to the 

?lace of beginning; also all the islands, harbors, and bays along and adjacent to the 
acific Coast. (Article XII, Constitution of 1849.) 

With her boundaries so established, California was admitted into the 
Union, September 9, 1850. They have not been changed since. Now, as 
to the power of the State to control the fisheries within those limits. On 
April 23, 1880, the Legislature of California passed an Act entitled "An 
Act relating to fishing in the waters of this State," which provided, 
among other things, that " aliens incapable of becoming electors of this 
State are hereby prohibited from fishing or taking any fish, lobsters, 
shrimps, or shell fish of any kind, for the purpose of selling or giving to 
another person to sell." This Act was declared unconstitutional by 
the Circuit Court of the United States for the District of California, 
Sawyer, C. J., on the grounds that it was in violation of the Fourteenth 
Amendment of the Constitution of the United States, and of Articles 5 
and 6 of the treaty with China. Undoubtedly it was class legislation 
and discriminated against the Chinese, for it barred from the right to 
fish only those foreigners who were " incapable of becoming electors of 
this State." But the Supreme Court of the United States, in several 
cases, has upheld the power of the State to exclude all foreigners from 
taking fish within her limits, or from interfering with her fisheries. 

In McCready Y&. Virginia, 94 U. S. 391, Chief Justice Waite, in deliv- 
ering the opinion of the whole Court, says: 

The principle has long been settled in this Court, that each State owns the beds of 
all tidewaters within its jurisdiction, unless they nave been granted away. In like 
manner the States own the tidewaters themselves, and the fish in them, so far as they 
are capable of ownership while running. For this purpose the State represents its 
people, and the ownership is that of the people in their united sovereignty. The title 
thus held is subject to the paramount right of navigation, the regulation of which, in 
respect to foreign and interstate commerce, has been panted to the United States. 
There has been, however, no such grant of power over fisheries. These remain under 
the exclusive control of the State, which has consequently the right in its discretion to 
appropriate its tidewaters, and these beds to be used by its people as a common for 
taking and cultivating fish, so far as it may be done without obstructing navigation. 
Such an appropriation is in effect nothing more than a regulation of the use by the 
people of their common property. The rights which the people of the State thus 
acquire comes not from their citizenship alone, but from their citizenship and property 
combined. It is in fact a property right, and not a mere privilege or immunity of citi- 
zenship. * * * The planting of oysters in the soil covered by water owned in com- 
mon bv the people of the State, is not different in principle from that of planting corn 
upon ary land held in the same way. Both are for the j)urposes of cultivation and 
profit; and if the State in the regulation of its public domain can grant to its own citi- 
zens the exclusive use of dry lands, we see no reason why it may not do the same thing 
in respect to such as are covered by water. 

In the still more recent case of Manchester vs. Massachusetts, decided 
March 16, 1891, the Supreme Court of the United States say: 

Included in this territorial jurisdiction (the jurisdiction of the State) is the right of 
control over fisheries, whether the fish be migratory free swimming fish, or free moving 
fish, or fish attached to or embedded in the soil. {Manchester vs. Massachusetts, 139 U. S. 
268.) 

DEFICIENCY IN THE SCHOOL LAND FUND. 

I find there is now a deficiency in the School Land Fund. Under the 
provisions of Section 4 of Article IX of the Constitution of California, 
this is to be and remain a perpetual fund, to be kept inviolate and 
properly invested, and the interest of which is to be devoted to th^ 
support of the common schools throughout the State. My examination 
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discloses the fact that the fund has been depleted during the adminis- 
trations specified, in the following amounts: 

Governor Stoneman's, in the sum of |135,945 24 

This was made up of accrued interest ^ |10,033 65 

Premium on bonds _. 126,690 26 

Expressage 321 43 

Governor Waterman's, in the sum of... 63,481 34 

Accrued interest _ - _ - 11,234 84 

Premium on bonds _ _ 42,146 50 

Expressage - 100 00 

A total of $189,426 68 

The deficiency was brought about by the State Board of Examiners 
during the periods mentioned purchasing bonds with money from this 
fund and paying therefor, out of said fund, excessive premiums and 
accrued interest, the amount of which was not returned to the School 
Land Fund when the interest was repaid. This should have been done 
in order to keep the original fund intact. 

The Legislature should be requested to pass an Act transferring from 
the General Fund to the School Land Fund a sum equal in amount to 
the deficiency. 

STATE BOARD OF EXAMINERS. ^ 

The State Board of Examiners, as you are aware, consists of the Gov- 
ernor, Secretary of State, and Attorney-General. The Board was created 
by the Legislature, so as to compel elective and constitutional officers to 
examine all accounts and claims against the State before warrant is 
drawn by the Controller for the payment thereof; and the duties of such 
Board are judicial as well as ministerial. 

I have personally examined all claims signed by me as a member of 
the Board. The examination of the claims has entailed a great deal of 
work upon me, as well as upon the other members of the Board. There 
is no doubt that the careful consideration given claims against the 
State has saved it a large amount of money, while at the same time no 
injustice has been done, to my knowledge, to any creditor of the State. 

The work of the Board of Examiners has been materially increased 
during the past eighteen months by reason of the Coyote Scalp Bill, 
and other matters over which it has no control. 

For a detailed statement of the work of the Board, I refer you to the 
report to be made by the Board. 

TRAVELING EXPENSES. 

For many years the appropriation for traveling expenses of the Attor- 
ney-General has been but $500 per annum, which amount has always 
been used up. In view of the increased business of the office, and the 
fact that the Attorney-General is not now entitled to special counsel, 
thereby being compelled to travel to different parts of the State in his 
official capacity, and as a member of the State Board of Examiners to 
examine public institutions under Section 3, Statutes of 1871-72, page 
903, the appropriation for traveling expenses should be largely increased. 

I supposed that the appropriation " for costs and expenses in suits 
wherein the State is an interested party " was an appropriation out of 
which the Attorney-General was entitled to his actual expenses, travel- 
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ing and otherwise, while attending to such cases, and I trust that you 
and the Secretary of State, as members of the State Board of Exami- 
ners, will so decide, for the interests of the State should not be jeopard- 
ized by an insufficient appropriation for traveling expenses. If these 
expenses are not paid out of the appropriation "for costs and expenses 
in suits wherein the State is an interested party," there will be a 
deficiency for traveling expenses for the forty-third fiscal year. 

With due deference to all other State officers, I submit that my travel- 
ing expenses and per diem for hotel bills have been much less than that 
of other officers, either in this or any administration. 

I am not aware of any other deficiencies in any of the appropriations 
made in connection with my office, except in the appropriation for trav- 
eling and other expenses of the Surveyor-General and myself in attend- 
ing to the business of the State at Washington, D. C. 

The accounts of this office will appear of record in the Controller's 
office, to which I refer. 

Yours respectfully, 

WM. H. H. HART, 

Attorney-General. 
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DOCKET OF SUITS BROUGHT IN THE NAME 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Geo. 
A.Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, vs. American Sugar 
Refining Company. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint to vacate charter 
and forfeit franchise. 


The People, etc., ex rel. J. C. 
L. Wadsworth, Insurance 
Commissioner, vs. Fire 
Relief Association of Cali- 
fornia. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint for forfeiture of 
$200 for issuing policy of in- 
surance without certificate 
from the Insurance Commis- 
sioner. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Mar- 
tin Urtasan vs. Grasient 
Baron. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Civil 


By complaint to set aside a 
patent. 


The People, etc., ex rel. J. M. 
Dodge vs. M. D. Hamilton. 

• 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint to oust Defend- 
ant from the office of County 
Clerk and instate Relator 
therein. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Oliver 
Eldridge vs. Martin Bulger, 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint to oust Defend- 
ant from the office of Pilot 
Commissioner of San Fran- 
cisco and to instate Relator 
therein. 


The People, etc., ex rel. E. W. 
Travers vs. A. C. Freese. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint to oust Defend- 
ant from the office of Pilot 
Commissioner of San Fran- 
cisco and instate Relator 
therein. 


The People, etc^ ex rel. Hor- 
ace Peter vs. The Saratoga 
and Pescadero Turnpike 
and Wagon Road Cfom- 
pany. 


Superior Court 
of Santa Cruz 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint to dissolve cor- 
poration and forfeit fran- 
chise. 


The People, etc., ex rel. H. C. 
Veatch, i>laintiff, vs. The 
Bear Creek Toll Road Com- 
pany, Defendant. 


Superior Court 
01 Santa Cruz 
County. 


CivU 


By comjplaint to forfeit the 
franchises of and dissolve the 
Defendant corporation. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Leave to sue granted, no bond re- 
quired, November 1, 1888. Mitchell, 
Dunne & Ackerman representing 
the Attorney-General. Judgment of 
lower Court to forfeit francnise. 


Judgment aflBrmed by dis- 
missal of appeal June 12, 
1891. 


No. 14, 1888. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted, no bond re- 
quired, November 3, 1888. T. C. Coo- 
gan for Relator. 




No. 15, 1888. Ac- 
tion brought to 
test question 
whether it is 
necessarv for 
the defendant 
to have a certifi- 
cate from the 
Insurance Com- 
missioner. 


Leave to sue granted November 20, 
1888. R. J. Stephens and Appel for 
Relator. 




No. 16, 1888. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved January 14, 1888. Leavy & 
Humes and Trippet & Neale for 
Relator. Dismissed at request of 
Plaintiff. 




No. 1, 1889. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved April 23, 1889. Page & Ellis, 
atorneys for Relator. 


Transcript filed August 26, 
1889. Judgment affirmed. 


No. 2, 1889. Leave 
was granted in 
this case be- 
cause the Gov- 
ernor directed 
it. (C.C.P.,Sec. 
8030 Closed. 
83 Cal. XIX. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved April 23, 1889. J. N. E. Wil- 
son and Geo. N. Williams, attorneys 
for Relator. 




No. 3, 1889. Leave 
was granted be- 
cause the Gov- 
ernor directed 
it. (Sec. 803, C. 
C. P.) 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved April 23. 1889. W. T. Jeter 
attorney for Relator. Judgment of 
dismissal entered April 19, 1890. 




No. 4 1889. No ap- 
peal. Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved May 14, 1889. W. T. Jeter, 
attorney for Relator. Judgment for 
Plaintiff April 21, 1890. 




No. 6, 1889. No 
appeal. Closed. 
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REPORT OP THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



Copy of Attobnkt-Gknkral's 



Title of Cause. 


In What 

County Tried 

and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecntion. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Thos. 
E. Ryan .Plaintiff, vs. WiU- 
iam C. Eidenmuller, Em- 
ma E. Eidenmuller, Geore- 
iana Eidenmuller, Candida 
Eidenmuller, and Eliza 
Hawxhurst. 


Superior Court 
oi San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint to abate a nui- 
sance and declare street a 
public highway. 


The People, etc., ex rel. F. 
P. Bacon, Plaintiff, vs. So- 
noma Valley Improvement 
Company (a corporation). 
Defendant. 


Superior Court 
OI San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint to vacate charter 
of Defendant corporation and 
forfeit its franchise, and for 
$5,000 damages. 


The People, etc., ex rel. 
Frank SabichL Plaintiff, vs. 
Los Angeles Electric Rail- 
way Company, Defendant. 


Superior Court 
OI Los Ange- 
les County. 


Civil 


By complaint to exclude De- 
fendant corporation from its 
rights and franchise, acquired 
under a municipal ordinance 
of the city of Los Angeles. 


The People, etc., ex rel. J. C. 
L. Wadsworth, Plaintiff, 
vs. The Stockton Mutual 
Indemnity Association (a 
corporation), Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 


Civil 


By complaint to require De- 
fendant to show cause why 
the business of said corpora- 
tion should not be closed per- 
manently, or until it has fully 
complied with all the provis- 
ions of Article XVI, Cnapter 
III, Title I, Part III, of Po- 
litical Code. 


The People, etc., ex rel. H. R. 
Mann, Plaintiff, vs. Frank 
G. Edwards, Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint to exclude De- 
fendant from office of mem- 
ber of Board of Fire Commis- 
sioners of City and County of 
San Francisco, and to instate 
Relator therein; also, to fine 
Defendant $5,000. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Mau- 
rice Schmidth. Plaintiff, 
vs. Martin Kelly, Defend- 
ant. 


Superior Court 
01 San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint to exclude De- 
fendant from office of mem- 
ber of Board of Fire Com- 
missioners of City and 
County of San Francisco, 
and to instate Relator there- 
in; also, to fine Defendant 
$5,000. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Will- 
iam B. Wilshire, Plaintiff, 
vs. Samuel Neuman, De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint to exclude De- 
fendant from office of mem- 
ber of Board of Fire Com- 
missioners of City and 
County of San Francisco, 
and to instate Relator there- 
in; also, to fine Defendant 
$5,000. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved May 2S, 1889. Thos. F. Barry, 
attorney for Relator. 




No. 7, 1889. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved May &, 1889. R. B. Mitchell, 
attorney for Relator. Judgment of 
dismissal Nov. 25, 1891. 




No. 8, 1889. No ap- 
peal. Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approv- 
ed May 29, 1889. Frederick HaU at- 
torney for Relator. Complaint nled 
May 31, 1889. Judgment for Plaintiff 
Sept. 30, 1889. Appeal May 9, 1890. 


Transcript filed June 16, 1890. 
Judgment reversed Sep- 
tember 21, 1891. 


No. 10, 1889. 
Closed. 
91 Cal. 338. 


Relator directed to employ counsel to 
bring suit. May 23, 1889. T. C. Coo- 
gan, attorney for Relator. 




No. 11, 1889. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved June 4, 1889. Wilson & Wil- 
son, attorneys for Relator. 


Judgment reversed February 
2, 1892. 


No. 12, 1889. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved June 4, 1889. Wilson & Wil- 
son, attorneys for Relator. 




No. 13, 1889. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved June 4, 1889. Wilson & Wfl- 
son, attorneys for Relator. 




No. 14, 1889. 
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REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



Copy of ATTOBNBY-GENBEAr.'8 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution. 


The People, etc., ex rel. 
Charles H. Haswell, Plain- 
tiff, vs. Fisher Ames, De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint to exclude De- 
lendant from office of mem- 
ber of Board of Fire Com- 
missioners of City and 
County of San Francisco, 
and to instate Relatoj there- 
in; also, to fine Defendant 
$6,000. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Peter 
F. Dunne, Plaintiff, vs. Dan- 
iel J. Mahoney, Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


Bv complaint to exclude De- 
fendant from office of mem- 
ber of Board of Fire Com- 
missioners of City and 

. County of San Francisco, 
and to instate Relator there- 
in; also, to fine Defendant 
$5,000. 


The People, etc., ex rel. J. R. 
Laine. Plaintiff, vs. G. G. 
Tyrrell, Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


By complaint to oust Defend- 
ant from office of member of 
State Board of Healthy and 
to instate Relator therem. 


The People ex rel. Thomas 
Alonzo Le Fevre, Plaintiff, 
vs. George F. Brander and 
Richard O'Neill, Defend- 
ants. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


Civil 

1 


By complaint to cancel certifi- 
cate of purchase and patent. 


The People, Plaintiff, vs. A. 
J. Tait, Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By complaint to restrain De- 
fendant from obstructing the 
Sacramento River. 


The People ex rel. Henry 
Schwartz, Plaintiff, vs. 
Frank Temple et al.. De- 
fendants. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint to set aside the 
approval of the locations 
made by said Defendants, 
and the certificates of pur- 
chase and patents issued to 
them. 


The People ex reL Henry 
Schwartz, administrator 
of the estate of Louis 
Schwartz, deceased. Plain- 
tiff, vs. Frank Temple 
et al.. Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint to set aside the 
approval of the locations 
made by said Defendants, 
and the certificates of nur- 
chase and patents issued to 
them. 


The People ex rel. Andrew 
Johnson, Plaintiff, vs. Her- 
man C.Hansen, Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Humboldt 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint to have Third 
Street of the town of Hvdes- 
ville declared a public high- 
way, and to enjoin Defendant 
from obstructing the same. 


The People ex rel. Bernard 
Flaherty, Plaintiff, vs. 
Dorothea M. Klumpke 
et al., Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint to declare San 
Jos4 Avenue a public high- 
way, and enjoin Defendants 
from obstructing the same. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


I^ave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved June 4, 1889. Wilson & Wil- 
son, attorneys for Relator. 




No. 15, 1889. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved June 4, 1889. Wilson & Wil- 
son, attorneys for Relator. 

9 


d» 


No. 16, 1889. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved June 6, 1889. A. L. Hart, at- 
torney for Relator. Judgment for 
Plaintiff October 14, 1889. 


Judgment reversed January 
17, 189L 


No. 17, 1889. 
Closed. 
87 Cal. 475. 


I^ave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved June 24, 1889. Hunsaker & 
Britt, attorneys for Relator. Pend- 
ing. 




No. 18, 1889. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved June 27, 1889. John T. Har- 
rington, attorney for Plaintiff. 




No. 20, 1889. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved July 6, 1889. Hunsaker & 
Britt, attorneys for Relator. Pend- 
ing. 




No. 21, 1889. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved July 6, 1889. Hunsaker & 
Britt, attorneys for Relator. Pend- 
ing. 




No. 22, 1889. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved August 2, 1889. Gillett & 
Coonan, attorneys for Relator. Dis- 
missed at request of plaintiff, De- 
cember 4, 1889. 




No. 23, 1889. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved August 23, 1889. J. G. 
Maguire, attorney for Relator. 
Pending. 




No. 25, 1889. 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



28 



REPORT OP THE ATTORHPY-OENERAL. 

Copy of Attoeney-Genbeal'b 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
Countv Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution. 


The People ex rel. Trinity 
County, Plaintiff, vs. The 
Shasta and Yreka Turn- 
pike Company (a corpora- 
tion). Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Trinity 
Coimty. 


Civil 


By complaint to forfeit the 
charter of Defendant cor- 
poration and declare road a 
public highway. 


The People ex rel. Benjamin 
I. Simmons, Plaintiff, vs. 
Adolph, Levi, and F. I. 
Hooper, Defendants. • 


Superior Court 
OI San Diego 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint to cancel patent 
and enjoin Defendants from 
claiming lands. 


The People ex rel. J. C. L. 
Wadsworth, Plaintiff, vs. 
The Guaranty Endowment 
Benevolent Association (a 
corporation). Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint to forfeit De- 
fendant's franchises and 
appoint a receiver to settle 
its affairs. 


The People ex rel. Emma 
and Andrew Rose, Plaint- 
iffs, vs. F. Lemme, C. Chis- 
holm, and Robert Mitchell, 
Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


By complaint to enjoin De- 
fendants from appropriating 
or obstructing Berry or Mar- 
tin Street. 


The People ex rel. E S. Lip- 
pitt. Plaintiff, vs. W. P. 
Edwards, Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Sonoma 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint to abate nui- 
sance, and for $1,000 damage. 


The People ex rel. Andreas 
Rico,Plaintiff,vs. J. Chaun- 
cey Hayes et al.. Defend- 
ants. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


CivU 


By complaint to cancel patents 
and enjoin Defendants from 
claiming title to lands. 


The People ex rel. D. B. 
Frazee, Plaintiff, vs. J. 
Chauncey Hayes et. al.. De- 
fendants. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint to cancel patents 
and enjoin Defendants from 
claiming title to lands. 


The People, etc., ex rel. T. M. 
Yates, Plaintiff, vs. W. B. 
Parker and Francis Hough- 
ton, Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of Tehama 
County. 


CivU 


By complaint to annul patent, 
and for costs. 


The People, etc., ex rel. 
Eugene Frandzen, Plaint- 
iff, vs. L. L. Boone, Defend- 
ant. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


CivU 


By complaint to oust Defend- 
ant froiti office, and instate 
Relator therein. 


The People, etc.. Plaintiff, vs. 
City of Los Aneeles^ H. W. 
Latham, and L.M. Bigelow, 
Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


CivU 


By complaint to declare Little 
Plaza a public court or street, 
and to remove as a nuisance 
the building that the De- 
fendant corporation has 
erected on it. 
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stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Leave to sue granted September 23, 
1889. James W. Bartlett, attorney 
for Relator. 


( 


No. 29, 1889. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved October 4, 1889. Wm. Darby, 
attorney for Relator. Action dis- 
missed. 




No. 31, 1889. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved October 9, 1889. Carl Spell- 
mg, attorney for Relator. Judgment 
for plaintiff August 12, 1890. 




No. 32, 1889. No 
appeal. Closed. 


I^ave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved October 10, 1889. Estee, WU- 
son, & McCutchen, attorneys for 
Relators. 




No. 33, 1889. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved October 30, 1889. A. B. Ware 
and T. J.Geary,attomejs for Relator. 
Case dismissed on motion of Plaintiff 
January 16, 1890. 




No. 34, 1889. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved November 8, 1889. M. L 
Short, attorney for Relator. Judg- 
ment for Defendants for costs June 
30, 189L No appeal. 




No. 36, 1889. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved November 8, 1889. M. L. 
Short, attorney for Relator. Judg- 
ment for Defendants for costs June 
30, 1891. No appeal. 


« 


No. 36, 1889. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved December 24. 1889. J. E. 
Prewett, attorney for Relator. Com- 
plaint not filed. 




No. 37, 1889. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved January 23j 1890. Montieth 
& Goodwin, attorneys for Relator. 
Papers not filed. 




No. 2, 1890. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved March 28, 1890. Smith, Win- 
der & Smith, attorneys for Plaintiff. 
Judgment oi dismissal entered. 

1 




No. 3, 1890. 
Closed. 

/c^ 1 — 
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REPORT OP THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



Copy of Attorney-Gknebal's 



Title of Cause. 



In What 

County Tried 

and Adjudged. 



Character 
of Action. 



Mode of Prosecution. 



The People, etc., ex rel. Thos. 
J. Parsons, J?laintiff, vs. 
Frank G. Edwards, Defend- 
ant. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



CivU . 



By complaint to oust Defend- 
ant from office of Fire Com- 
missioner of San Francisco, 
and to instate Relator there- 



The People, etc., ex rel. Z. P. 
Clark, Plaintiff, vs. Daniel 
J. Manoney, Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Civil . 



By complaint to oust Defend- 
ant from office of Fire Com- 
missioner of San Francisco, 
and to instate Relator there- 



The People, etc., ex rel. Geo. 
W. Prince, Plaintiff, vs. D. 
N. Hastings and C. B. 
Houghton, as Executors, 
Defendants. 



Superior Court 
of Santa Cruz 
County. 



Civil . 



By complaint to require De- 
fendants to convey to Relator 
the title to }/i section of land 
which Peabody, deceased,, 
held in trust for said Relator. 



The People, etc., ex rel. G. A. 
Johnson, Attorney - Gen- 
eral, Plaintiff, vs. Recla- 
mation District No. 157 et 
al., Defendants. 



Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 



Civil. 



By complaint to forever dis- 
solve said Defendant corpo- 
ration. 



The People, etc., ex rel. G. A. 
Johnson, Attorney - Gen- 
eral, Plaintiff, vs. Recla- 
mation District No. 282 et 
al.. Defendants. 



Superior Court 
01 San Joa- 
quin County. 



Civil . 



By complaint to forever dis- 
solve said Defendant corpo- 
ration. 



The People, etc., ex rel. Board 
of Supervisors of Napa 
County, Plaintiff, vs. Jos. 
Sheerer and Conrad Sheer- 
er, Defendants. 



Superior Court 
of Napa Co. 



Civil. 



By complaint to forfeit De- 
fendant's franchise. 



The People, etc., ex rel. Jacob 
Hoeck, Plaintiff, vs. Thos. 
J. Smith, Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 



Civil . 



By complaint to oust Defend- 
ant from the office of mem- 
ber of the Board of Fire 
Delegates, and to instate Re- 
lator therein. 



The People, etc., ex rel. R. J. 
Tobin, Plaintiff, vs. The 
Omnibus Railroad and Ca- 
ble Company, Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Civil . 



By complaint to require De- 
fendant to remove obstruc- 
tions and abate nuisance. 



The People, etc., ex rel. Placer 
County, Plaintiff, vs. Vol- 
cano Cafion Road Com- 
pany, Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of Placer Co. 



Civil . 



By complaint to declare road a 

Sublic highway and restrain, 
►efendant from taking toll 
on or obstructing the same. 



The People, etc., ex rel. Placer 
County, Plaintiff, vs. Stony 
Hill Turnpike Road Com- 
pany, Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of Placer Co. 



Civil . 



By complaint to declare road a 

Bublic highway and restrain 
defendant from taking toll 
on or obstructing the same. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved April 30, 1890. J. C. Bates, 
attorney for Relator. Judgment for 
Plaintift July 24, 1890. 




No. 5, 1890. No 
appeal. Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved April 30, 1890. J. C. Bates, 
attorney for Relator. Judgment for 
Plaintiff July 24, 1890. 


^ 


No. 6, 1890. No 
appeal. Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and Tjond ap- 
proved May 3, 1890. Z. N. Goldsby, 
attorney for Relator. 




No. 7, 1890. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved May 2, 1890. Adams & Adams, 
attorneys for Plaintiff. Pending. 




No. 8, 1890. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Mav2, 1890. Adams & Adams, 
attorneys for Plaintiff. Pending. 




No. 9, 1890. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved May 14, 1890. H. M. Barstow, 
attorney for Relator. Judgment for 
Plaintiff February 19, 1891. 




No. 10, 1890. No 
appeal. Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved June 6, 1890. R. B. Tappan, 
attorney for Relator. Judgment for 
Plaintiff December 15, 1890. 




No. 11, 1890. No 
appeal. Closed. 


Leave to sue to be granted on filing of 
proper bond. May 15, 1890. Thomas 
F. Barry, attorney for Relator. 




No. 13, 1890. 


Leave to sue granted July 2, 1890. 




No. 14, 1890. 


Leave to sue granted July 2, 1890. 




No. 15, 1890. 
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REPORT (XP THE ATTORNEY-OBNERAL. 

Copy of ATTORNBY-GENBRAIi'S 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
Countv Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution. 


The People, etc.. ex rel. J. C. 
Bedell, Plaintiff, vs. Recla- 
mation District No. 124 et 
al., Defendants. 


Superior Court 
ot Colusa Co. 


Civil 


Bv complaint to dissolve De- 
fendant corporation and ex- 
clude Defendants from cor- 
porate rights. 


The People, etc., ex rel. J. W. 
Lorey, Plaintiff, vs. S. C. 
Clow, Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Placer Co. 


Civil 


By complaint to oust said Clow 
from oflBce. 


The People, etc., ex rel. J. M. 
Canty, Plaintiff, vs. J. D. 
Thome, Tipton Lindsey, 
and M. W. Smith, Defend- 
ants. 


Superior Court 
of Tulare Co. 


CivU 


By complaint to exclude De- 
fendants from office, and fine 
each of them |6,000. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Wa- 
terman Field, Plaintiff, vs. 
The Eel River and Eureka 
R. R. Co. (a corporation). 
Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Humboldt 
County. 


Civil _ 


By complaint to declare land 
a pubuc highway, and pre- 
vent Defendant from ob- 
structing the same. 


The People, etc., ex rel. S. 
C. Headley, Plaintiff, vs. 
Board of Supervisors of 
Los Angeles County, De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
ot Los Ange- 
les County. 


Civil 


By complaint to compel De- 
fendant to provide lor and 
hold an election in said dis- 
trict, and to determine the 
boundaries of and name said 
district. 


The People, etc., ex rel. B. J. 
Ackerman, Plaintiff, vs. 
Mutual Endowment Asso- 
ciation of Oakland (a cor- 
poration). Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
ciso. 


Civil 


By complaint to oust Defend- 
ant from its franchises, privi- 
leges, and powers, and ap- 
point a receiver to wind up 
its affairs. 


The People, etc„ ex rel. Mari- 
posa County, Petitioner, vs. 
George Counts, as Treas- 
urer of Mariposa County, 
Respondent. 


Supreme Court 
of California. 


Civil- 


By complaint to compel Re- 
spondent to sell one hundred 
and fifty bonds of Mariposa 
County. 



OTHER CIVIL 



13271— Eliza F. McMullin, 
Respondent, vs. A. Leitch, 
et al.. Appellants. W. L. 
Dudley and J. C. Campbell 
for Respondent, Avery C. 
White and Attorney-Gen- 
eral for Appellants. 



Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 



CivU. 



By petition to declare road a 
free public highway. 



13779— In the matter of the 
application of Geo. Lowry 
for a writ of review. Jus- 
tin Jacobs for Petitioner, 
W. D. Tupper and Attor- 
ney-General for People. 



Supreme Court 
oi California. 



Civil . 



By petition for writ of review. 
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stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved August 18, 1890. W. G. Dyas, 
attorney for Relator. 



Appeal from judgment, and 
order dismissed, July 29, 1891. 



No. 16, 1890. 
Closed. 



Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Aug. 30, 1890. J. E. Prewett, 
attorney for Relator. Action not 
commenced. 



No. 17, 1890. 



Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved September 12, 1890. Brown & 
Daggett, attorneys for Relator. 



No. 19, 1890. 



Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved September 19, 1890. Coonan 
« Sevier, attorneys for Relator. 
Judgment for Plaintiff, Aug. 12, 1891. 



Pending 



No. 20, 1890. 



Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved September 20, 1890. O'Mel- 
veny & Henning, attorneys for Re- 
lator. 



Appeal from judgment, and 
order dismissed July 29, 1891. 



No. 21, 1890. 
Closed. 



Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved September 20, 1890. Carl 
Spelling, attorney for Relator. 



Pending 



No. 22, 1890. 



Leave to sue granted, provided the 
State be put to no expense, Sept. 5, 
1890. R. B. Sheldon, District Attor- 
ney^ and J. W. Congdon, attorneys for 
Petitioner. Dismissed May 15, 1891. 



No. 24, 1890. 
Closed. 



CASES. 



Petition filed August 7, 1888. Petition 
granted and judgment entered for 
Defendant December 24, 1888. No- 
tice of appeal filed April 23, 1889. 



Transcript filed May 29, 1889. 



Petition filed March 24, 1890. 
Argued and submitted May 
8, 1890. 
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Title of Cause. 


In What 

County Tried 

and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Crime. 


20628— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Geo. Nelson, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, W. A. An- 
derson and J. C. Tubbs for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Criminal-. 


By information— Robbery. 


20639— The People, -etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. F. P. Ward, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Spencer & 
McEnemey for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Solano Co. 


Criminal _ _ 


By indictment— Willful mis- 
conduct in office. 


20642-The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. E. E. How- 
ard, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Wrleht 
& Hazen and L. J. Maddux 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Stanislaus 
County. 


Criminal _ - 


By information— Assault with 
a deadly weapon. 


20645-The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Ah Own, Ap- 
pellant. Attorney-General 
for People, A. L. Hart for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Criminal _ _ 


By information— Gaming. 


20648— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent,vs. Tarm Poi, Ap- 
pellant. Attorney-General 
for People, D. M. Delmas 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
ot San Fran- 
cisco. 

f 


Criminal- 


By information— Murder. 


20650— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Amelia Chris- 
tensen. Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, P. 
F. Dunne for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminals 


By information— Grand lar- 
ceny. 


20658— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Chun Heong, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Lyman D. 
Mowry for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — Murder. 


20661— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Chew Sing 
Wing, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, J. 
N. E. Wilson and T. D. 
Riordan for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Murder. 


20662— Ex parte A. W. Mc- 
Connell on habeas corpus. 
Attorney-General for Peo- 
ple, Hugh J. Crawford for 
Petitioner. 


Supreme Court 
of California. 


Criminal.. 
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stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed July 11, 1889. Ver- 
dict August 17, 1889, guilty. Judg- 
ment October 11, 1889, ten years. 
Notice of appeal filed November 23, 

1889. 



Transcript filed December 12, 
1889. Judgment and order 
affirmed September 1, 1890. 



Closed. 
84 Cal. 421. 



Indictment filed May 1, 1889. Verdict 
May 21, 1889, guilty. Judgment June 
22, 1889, removed from office. Notice 
of appeal filed December 12, 1889. 



Transcript filed January 6, 
1890. Judgment and order 
reversed September 10, 1890, 
with directions to Superior 
Court to sustain the demur- 
rer to accusations. 



Closed. 

84 Cal. 585. 



Information filed July 22, 1889. Ver- 
dict September 29, 1889, guilty Judg- 
ment October 6, 1889, fine $300, or one 
day for each dollar. Notice of ap- 
peal filed October 5, 1889. 



Transcript filed January 9, 
1890. Judgment and order 
affirmed November 11, 1890. 



Closed. 



Information filed March 20, 1888. Ver- 
dict July 3, 1888, guilty. Judgment 
September 24. 1888, fine of |200, or 
imprisonment not to exceed one 
year. Notice of appeal filed Septem- 
ber 27, 1888. 



Transcript filed January 10, 
1890. Judgment and order 
reversed; cause remanded for 
new trial September 10, 1890. 



Closed. 
84 Cal. 580. 



Information filed August 8, 1889. Ver- 
dict September 17, 1889, guilty, first 
degree. Judgment November 11, 
1889, death. Notice of appeal filed 
December 30, 1889. 



Transcript filed January 26, 
1890. judgment and order 
affirmed October 25, 1890. 



Closed. 
86 Cal. 226. 



Information filed May 10, 1889. Ver- 
dict October 10, 1889, euilty. Judg- 
ment November 11, 1889, one year. 
Notice of appeal filed November 16, 



Transcript filed February 1, 
1890. Judgment and order 
reversed September 10, 1890. 



Closed. 
85 Cal. 668. 



Information filed June 13. 1889. Ver- 
dict August 21, 1889, guilty, first de- 
gree. Judgment November 2, 1889, 
for life. Notice of appeal filed No- 
vember 13, 1889. 



Transcript filed February 12, 
1890. Judgment affirmed 
November 6, 1890. 



Closed. 
86 Cal. 329. 



Information filed September 13, 1889. 
Verdict October 26, 1889, guUty, first 
degree. Judgment December 9, 1889, 
for life. Notice of appeal filed De- 
cember 13, 1889. 



Transcript filed February 24, 
1890. Judgment and order 
reversed March 7, 1891. 



Closed. 
88 Cal. 268. 



Petition filed and writ issued 
February 25, 1890. Argued 
April 10, 1890. Writ dis- 
charged and prisoner re- 
manded April 11, 1890. 



Closed. 
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Title of Cause. 


In What 

County Tried 

and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Crime. 


20667-The People, etc., Re- 
spondeat, vs. Chas. Turner, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Spencer & 
Raker for Appellant 


Superior Court 
o! Modoc Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Murder. 


20671— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs J. H. Neyce, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Geo. Pearce 
and J. C. Sims for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of Sonoma 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Embezzle- 
ment. 


20672— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. John Murray, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, P. Reddy 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
oi San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Robbery. 


20674— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Martin Han- 
non. Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Carson 
& Gibbons for Appellant 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Burglary. 


20675— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Calvin Arras, 
Appellant Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Thomas & 
Hurst for Appellant 


Superior Court 
of Yolo Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Larceny. 


20679— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. J as. M. Eu- 
banks, Appellant D. W. 
Burchard and Attorney- 
General for People, H. V. 
Morehouse and Hiram D. 
Tuttle for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
oi Santa Clara 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Murder. 


20682— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Ah Gee 
Young, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, G. 
W. Jones and M. Farley 
and Graham & Monson 
for Appellant 


Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Murder. 


20695— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Percy Doug- 
lass, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, John 
Ahems and P. Reddy for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Assault with 
intent to commit murder. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed April 4, 1889. Ver- 
dict April 16, 1889, guilty of man- 
slaughter. Judgment April 17, 1889, 
ten years. Notice of appeal filed 
December 27, 1889. 



Transcript filed March 5, 1890. 
Judgment affirmed Septem- 
ber 2, 1890. 



Closed. 
86Cal. 



Information filed December 24, 1889. 
Verdict February 4, 1890, guilty. 
Judgment February 14, 1890, two 
years. Notice of appeal filed Feb- 
ruary 26, 1890. 



Transcript filed March 20, 1890. 
J udgment and order affirmed 
November 18, 1890. 



Closed. 
86 Cal. 393. 



Information filed December 9, 1889. 
Verdict February 6, 1890, guilty. 
Judgment February 14, 1890, five 
years. Notice of appeal February 
14, 1890. 



Transcript filed March 21, 1890. 
Judgmentand order reversed, 
cause remanded for new trial 
September 15, 1890. 



Closed. 
86 Cal. 31. 



Information filed January 4, 1890. 
Verdict January 28, 1890, guiltv, first 
degree. Judgment March 1, 1890, six 
years. Notice of appeal filed March 
1, 1890. 



Transcript filed March 31, 1890. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
September 19, 1890. 



Closed. 
85 Cal. 374. 



Information filed December 5, 1889. 
Verdict February 25, 1890, guilty. 
Judgment March 3, 1890, four years. 
Notice of appeal filed March 11, 1890. 



Transcript filed March 25, 1890. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
May 26, 1891, 



Closed. 
89 Cal. 223. 



Ver- 



Information filed January 3, 1890. 
diet March 12, 1890, guilty, first de- 
gree. Judgment March 21, 1890, 
•death. Notice of appeal filed April 
3, 1890. 



Transcript filed April 16, 
1890. Judgment and order 
affirmed November 5, 1890. 



Closed. 
86 Cal. 295, 



Information filed December 2, 1889. 
Verdict January 24, 1890, guiltv, first 
degree. Judgment February 8, 1890, 
death. Notice of appeal filed March 
13, 1890. 



Transcript filed April 16, 1890. 
Judgment an d order affi rm ed 
October 6, 1890. 



Closed. 
86 Cal. 114. 



Information filed October 12, 1889. Ver- 
dict January 16, 1890, guilty, assault 
with deadly weapon. Judgment 
January 25, 1890, eight years. Notice 
of appeal filed January 25, 1890. 



Transcript filed May 5. 1890. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
December 23, ia90. 



Closed. 
87 Cal. 281. 
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Copt of Attobnky-Gknbral's 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Crime. 


20697— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Angus M. 
Uartman, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
Wm. H. Webb for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of Monterey 
County. 


Criminal _- 


By information — Embezzle- 
ment. 


20698— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Llewellvn A. 
Powell, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
George C. Ross and George 
A. Knight for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Mateo 
County. 


Criminal . _ 


By information— Murder. 


20700— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. John E. 
Lattimore, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
Bower & Grant for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
oi Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Arson. 


20707— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Daniel Bem- 
merly. Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Clark & Aram, J. E. 
Strong, and Craig & Haw- 
kins for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Yolo Co. 


Criminal-- 


By information— Murder. 


20708— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Harry Wheat- 
ley, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Carroll 
Cook for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal-. 


By information— Burglary. 


20709— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. tJhas. Smith, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Alva E. 
Snow for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal - - 


By information— Burglar5\ 


20711— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Charles 
Johnson, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
Carroll Cook and J. E. 
Foulds for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal. - 


By information— Burglary. 


20712— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. James Barton, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Carroll 
Cook and J. E. Foulds for 
Appellant. 


Superior Co\irt 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal__ 


By information— Burglary. 
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stage of Proceedings In Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed December 21, 1889. 
Verdict February 28. 1890, guilty. 
Judgment March 8, 1890, two years. 
Notice of appeal filed March 10, 1890. 



Transcript filed May U, 1890. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
September 2, 1890. 



Closed. 



Information filed February 6^ 1889. 
Verdict September 7, 1889, guilty of 
manslaughter. Judgment October 
2, 1889, ten years. Notice of appeal 
filed October 2, 1889. 



Transcript filed May 20, 1890. 
Judgment and order reversed 
January 4, 1891. 



Closed. 
87 Cal. 348, 



Information filed January 2, 1890. Ver- 
dict February 4, 1890, guilty, first de- 
gree. Judgment February 18, 1890, 
twelve years. Notice of appeal filed 
February 24, 1890. 



Transcript filed May 17, 1890. 
Order afiirmed November 5, 
1890. 



Closed. 
86 Cal. 40a 



Information filed June 3, 1890. Ver- 
dict September 29, 1889, guilty, second 
degree. Judgment October 28, 1889, • 
seventeen years. Notice of appeal 
filed October 28, 1889. 



Transcript filed June 2, 1890. 
Judgment and order reversed 
December 15, 1890. 



Closed. 
87 Cal. 117. 



Information filed September 19, 1889. 
Verdict October 17, 1889, guilty, sec- 
ond degree. Judgment October 26, 
1889, eight years. Notice of appeal 
filed December 18, 1889. 



Transcript filed June 6. 1890. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
February 25, 1891. 



Closed. 
88 Cal. 114. 



Information filed February 24, 1890. 
Verdict March 24, 1890, guilty, first 
degree. Judgment March 29, 1890, 
five years. Notice of appeal filed 
May 24, 1890. 



Transcript filed June .10, 1890. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
November 1, 1890. 



Closed. 
86 Cal. 238. 



Information filed November 12, 1889. 
Verdict January 15, 1890, guilty, sec- 
ond degree. Judgment January 17, 
1890, ten years. Notice of appeal 
filed June 4, 1890. 



Transcript filed June 16, 1890. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
March 2, 1891. 



Closed. 
88 Cal. 171. 



Information filed January 15, 1890. 
Verdict January 30, 1890, guilty, first 
degree. Judgment January 31, 1890, 
ten years. Notice of appeal filed 
June 4, 1890. 



Transcript filed June 16, 1890. 
Judgment affirmed March 2, 
1891. 



Closed. 
88 Cal. 176. 
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County Tried 
aod Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Crime. 


20713— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Antonio Pe- 
rez, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Carroll 
Cook and J. E. Foulds for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
oi San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal— 


By information — Grand lar- 
ceny. 


20714— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Harvey Fow- 
ler, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Carroll 
Cook and J. E. Foulds for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Santa Bar- 
bara County. 


Criminal... 


By information — Taking for 
purposes of prostitution an 
unmarried female under the 
age of eighteen years. 


20716— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. William Ma- 
rino, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Barclay 
Henley and Clitus Barbour 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal- 


By information — Grand lar- 
ceny. 


20717— Ex parte Bemmerley, 
on habeas corpus. Attor- 
ney-General for People. 


Supreme Court 

of California. 

* 






20719— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Geo. N. Mil- 
ler, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Carroll 
Cook and J. E. Foulds for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Merced 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information — Grand lar- 
ceny. 


20728— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Geo. N. Mil- 
ler, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Carroll 
Cook and J. E. Foulds for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Merced 
County. 


Criminal-- 


By information — Grand lar- 
ceny. 


20730-The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Lew Wing, 
Appellant Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, John Flour- 
noy for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal. - 


■* 
By information— Burglary. 


20731-The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Joseph Miller, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, James F. 
Smith for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal-. 

a 


By information— Burglary. 


20745— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. H. L. Fick, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Fulweiler 
& Tabor for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 


Criminal. - 


By indictment— For kidnap- 
ing. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Conft Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed August 21, 1889. 
Verdict October 18, 1889, guilty. 
Judgment October 26, 1889, nine 
years. Notice of appeal filed June 
1, 1890. 



Transcript filed June 16, 1890. 
Judgment affirmed Decem- 
ber 15, 1890. 



Closed. 
87 Cal. 122. 



Information filed July 2, 1889. Verdict 
July 11, 1889, guilty. Judgment July 
13, 1889, ten years. Notice of appeal 
filed June 6, 1890. 



Transcript filed June 16, 1890. 
Judgment affirmed February 
28, 1891. 



Closed. 
88 Cal. 156. 



Information filed August 7, 1888. Ver- 
dict March 26, 1889. guilty. Judg- 
ment May 11, 1889, lour years. No- 
tice of appeal filed June 22, 1889. 



Transcript filed June 24, 1890. 
Judgment and order reversed 
September 6, 1890. 



Closed. 



Petition filed and writ issued 
June 25, 1890. Argued July 
7, 1890, for Petitioner. Writ 
discharged July 7, 1890. 



Closed. 



Information filed September 6, 1889. 
Verdict October 5, 1889, guilty. Judg- 
ment October 25, 1889, two and one 
half years. Notice of appeal filed 
June 6, 1890. 



Transcript filed June 24, 1890. 
Ordered stricken from cal- 
endar October 16, 1890. 



Closed. 



Information filed September 6, 1889. 
Verdict October 5, 1889, guilty. Judg- 
ment October 26, 1889, two and one 
half years. Notice of appeal filed 
June 6, 1890. 



Transcript filed August 8, 1890. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
October 16, 1890. 



Closed. 



Information filed May 1, 1890. Verdict 
July 21, 1890, guilty, second degree. 
Judgment July 25, 1890, five years. 
Notice of appeal filed July 30, 1890. 



Transcript filed August 12, 1890. 
Judgment reversed October 
17, 1890. 



Closed. 
86 Cal. XXI. 



Information filed April 24, 1890. Ver- 
dict May 5, 1890, guilty, second de- 
gree. Judgment May 17, 1890, four 
years. Notice of appeal filed June 
% 1890. 



Transcript filed August 14, 1890. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
October 16, 1890. 



Closed. 



Indictment found April 12, 1890. Ver- 
dict June 11, 1890, guilty. Judg- 
ment July 9, 1890. eight years. No- 
tice of appeal filed July 9, 1890. 



Transcript filed September 10, 
1890. Judgment affirmed 
May 19, 1891. 



Closed. 
89 CaL 144. 
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Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Crime. 


120786— Ex parte John Brady, 
on habeas corpus. Attor- 
ney-General for People, C. 
McClosky for Brady. 


Supreme Court 
of State of 
California. 


Criminal-. 


By petition. 


■20668— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Chum Cum 
look, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Barclay Henley for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal - - 


By indictments-Perjury. 


2068a— The People etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. J. W. Wallace, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Robert Fer- 
ral and S. M. Shortridge for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal-- 


By information— Murder. 


20706-The People, etc^. Re- 
spondent, vs. George H. W. 
Bruggy, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
J. C. Sims and J. A. Bar- 
ham for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Sonoma 
County. 


Criminal- 


By information— Murder. 


20737-The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. H. L. Gordon, 
Appellant Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, H. V. More- 
house for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Santa Clara 
County. 


Criminal-- 


By information— Assault to 
commit murder. 


20738— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Ah Jake, Ap- 
pellant. Attorney-General 
for People, Gillis & Tap- 
scott for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Siskiyou 
County. 


Criminal-- 


By information— Murder. 


20740— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Tom Bing. 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Steve White 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal-. 


By information— Gaming. 


20741— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Ah Sing, Ap- 
pellant. Attorney - Gen- 
eral for People, Steve White 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal -- 


By information— Gaming. 


20742— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Lee Quong, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Steve White 
for Api)ellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal — 


By information— Gaming. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 




Petition filed and writ issued 
January 4, 1891. Writ dis- 
missed January 12, 1891. 


Closed. 


Indictment found February 15, 1888. 
Verdict April 15, 1889, guilty as 
charged. Judgment June 29, 1889, 
ten years. Notice of appeal filed 
July 20, 1889. 


Transcript filed March 17, 1890. 
Judgment and orders 
affirmed September 2, 1891. 


Closed. 


Information filed July 24, 1889. Verdict 
October 8, 1889, guilty murder, first 
degree. Judgment November 22, 
1889, death. Notice of appeal filed 
December 2, 1889. 


Transcript filed April 22, 1890. 
Judgment and order re- 
versed May 19, 1891. 


Irrelevant and 
hearsay testi- 
mony. Errone- 

^ ous instruction. 

Closed. 
89 Cal. 158. 


Information filed February 26. 1890. 
Verdict March 28, 1890, guilty of 
murder, first degree. Judgment 
April 16, 1890, death. Notice of ap- 
peal filed May 17, 1890. 


Transcript filed June 4, 1890. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
May 22, 1891. Rehearing 
granted June 16, 1891. Judg- 
ment and order denying new 
trial affirmed February 23, 
1892. 


Writ- of habeas, 
corpus issued 
July 21, return- 
able before U.S.: 
Circuit Court 
July 28, 1892. 
93 Cal. 476. 


Information filed April 21, 1890. Ver- 
dict June 20, 1890j guilty assault with 
deadly weapon. Judgment June 26, 
1890, fine $2,500. Notice of appeal 
filed August 4, 1890. 


Transcript filed August 30, 
1890. Judgment and order 
reversed March 24, 1891. 


Erroneous in- 
struction. 

Closed. 
88 Cal. 422. 


Information filed October 15, 1889. 
Verdict November 27, 1889, guilty of 
murder, second degree. Judgment 
February 19, 1890, thirteen years. No- 
tice of appeal filed February 20, 1890. 


Transcript filed April 12, 1890. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
September 8, 1891. 


Closed. 
91 Cal. 98. 


Information filed February 27, 1889. 
Verdict May 6, 1889, guilty as charged. 
Judgment May 25, 1889, fine $250 and 
$34 costs, imprisonment till fine paid. 
Notice of appeal filed June 1, 1889. 


Dismissed by stipulation Mar. 
16, 18ai, without, prejudice. 


Closed. 


Information filed April 9, 1889. Ver- 
dict May 23, 1889, guilty as charged. 
Judgment June 1, 1889, fine $250 and 
$34 costs, imprisonment till fine paid. 
Notice of appeal filed June 1, 1889. 


Dismissed by stipulation Mar. 
16, 1891, without prejudice. 


Closed. 


Information filed April 9, 1889. Ver- 
dict May 23, 1889, guilty as charged. 
Judgment June 1, 1889, fine $250 and 
$34 costs, imprisonment till tine paid. 
Notice of appeal filed June 1, 1889. 


Dismissed by stipulation Mar. 
16, 1891, without prejudice. 


Closed. 
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Title of Cause. 
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County Tried 

and Adjudged. 
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of Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Crime. 



20744— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Charles caw- 
dfen. Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Sevier 
& Gillett for Respondent. 



Superior Court 
of Humboldt 
County. 



Criminal . 



By information — Murder. 



20749— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vSi Marcos Ce- 
sena, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, H. V. 
Morehouse and Kear- 
ney for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Monterey 
County. 



Criminal.. 



By information — Assault to 
commit rape. 



20756— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. I. N. Choyn- 
SKi, Appellant * Attorney- 
General for People, J. D. 
Sullivan for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal _ 



By information — Sending 
threatening letters to extort 



20757— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Pat . Barry, 
Appellant^ Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, J. D. Sulli- 
van for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal-. 



By information— Assault with 
intent to commit robbery 
and two prior convictions of 
petit larceny. 



20798— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. W. R. Bibby, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Hinds & 
Merriam for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Fresno 
County. 



Criminal. 



By information— Forgery. 



20761— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. John Thomas 
Webster, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
W. P. Butcher for Appel- 
lant. 



Superior Court 
of Santa Bar- 
bara County. 



Criminal-. 



By information — Assault with 
a deadly weapon. 



20762— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Wm. Wohl- 
from. Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Clark 
& Aram, Craig & Hawkins 
for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Yolo 

County. • 



Criminal.. 



By information — Murder. 



20764— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. J. E. Deegan, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Hinds & 
Merriam for Appellant 



Superior Court 
01 Fresno 
County. 



Criminal - 



By information— Grand lar- 
ceny. 



20767— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Francis 
White, James O'Brien, 
Mathew Sullivan, and Jas. 
McCluskey, Appellants. 
Attorney-General for Peo- 
ple. Carroll Cook for Ap- 
pellants. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal-. 



By information— Robbery. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed March 13, 1890. Ver- 
dict June 21, 1890, murder, first de- 
gree. Judgment July 8, 1890, death. 
Notice of appeal filed July 15, 1890. 



Transcript filed September 25, 
1890. Judgment and order 
affirmed July 15, 1891. 



Closed. 
90 Cal. 195. 



Information filed February 13, 1890. 
Verdict May 28, 18i&0, guilty as charg- 
ed. Judgment June 24, 1890, six 
years. Notice of appeal filed August 
9, 1890. 



Transcript filed September 30, 
1890. Judgment and order 
affirmed July 30, 1891. 



Closed. 
90 Cal. 381. 



Information filed April 21, 1890. Ver- 
dict July 17, 1890, guilty as charged. 
Judgment August 12, 1890, three 
years. Notice of appeal filed Sep- 
tember 27, 1890. 



Transcript filed November 3, 
1890. Judgment and order 
reversed and cause remanded 
for new trial August 17, 1892. 



Erroneous in- 
struction charg- 
ing fact. 

Closed. 
95 Oal. — . 



Information filed March 31, 1890. Ver- 
dict May 1, 1890, guilty as charged. 
Judgment May 9, 1890, six years. 
Notice of appeal filed June 23, 1890. 



Transcript filed November 7, 
1890. Judgment and order 
aflirmed June 30, 1891. 



90 CaL 41. 



Information filed January 23, 1890. 
Verdict June 17, 1890, guilty. Judg- 
ment June 18, 1890, three years. No- 
tice of appeal filed June 18, 1890. 



Transcript filed January 28, 
1891. Judgment and order 
affirmed October 1, 1891. 



Closed. 
91 Cal. 470. 



Information tiled September 29. 1890. 
Verdict October 16, 1890, guilty of 
assault. Judgment October 20, 1890, 
$250 fine or two hundred and fifty 
days in countv jail. Notice of ap- 
peal filed October 20, 1890. 



Transcript filed November 13, 
1890. Judgment and order 
reversed June 24, 1891. 



Erroneous ruling 
as to proof of 
reputation. 

Closed. 
89 Cal. 572. 



Information filed June 3,1889. Ver- 
dict October 12, 1889, guilty of mur- 
der, second degree. Judgment Octo- 
ber 23, 1889, seventeen years. Notice 
of appeal filed October 23, 1889. 



Transcript filed November 13, 
1890. Judgment and order 
reversed February 17, 1891. 



On authority of 
People vs. Bem- 
merly. 

Closed. 
88 Cal. XXI. 



Information filed May 12, 1890. Ver- 
dict June 20, 1890, guiltv of grand 
larceny. Judgment July 19, 1890, 
three years. Notice of appeal filed 
July 19, 1890. 



Transcript filed November 12, 
1890. judgment and order 
affirmed April 8, 1891. 



Closed. 
88 Cal. 602. 



Information filed May 27, 1890. Ver- 
dict August 20, 1890, guilty as 
charged. Judgment September 1, 
1890, four years. Notice of appeal 
filed September 20, 1890. 



Transcript filed November 21, 
1890. Judgment and order 
affirmed March 26, 1891. 



Closed. 
88 Cal. 48a 
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BEPORT OP THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of Attobnicy-Genbra.l*8 



Title of Cause. 



In What 
Countv Tried 
and Adjudged. 



Character 
of Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Crime. 



20770— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Margaret 
^Ie^kel, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, H. 
Hogan and W. Gwynn for 
Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Napa Co. 



Criminal .. 



By information— Murder. 



20772— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Thomas A. 
Brooks, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
C. C. Stephens and J. A. 
Donnel for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Los An- 
geles County. 



Criminal — 



By information— Assault to 
rape. 



20773— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. J ohn Dollar, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, J. A. Coop- 
er for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Mendo- 
cino County. 



Criminal. - 



By information — Assault with 
deadly weapon. 



20775— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. William Mc- 
Greggor, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
Carroll Cook for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



20793— Ex parte Charles Ir- 
win, alias Erwin, on habeas 
corpus. Attorney-General 
for People, Carroll Gook 
and J. E. Foulds for Ap- 
pellant. 



Supreme Court 



20794— Ex parte Gus Will- 
iams. Attorney - General 
for People. 



Supreme Court 



20785— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. P. Ribolsi, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Davis Lou- 
derback for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



2077&— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Jas. Carroll 
and James Bradley, Appel- 
lants. Attorney-General 
for People,Carroll Cook and 
J. E. Foulds for Appellants. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal. - 



By information — Attempt to 
commit burglary. 



Criminal.. 



Criminal _- 



Criminal.. 



By information — Receiving 
stolen goods. 



Criminal.. 



By information— Robbery. 



20779— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Charles Free- 
man, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, C. T. 
Jones and Charles N. Post 
for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 



Criminal. 



By information— Murder. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Information filed May 8, 1890. Ver- 
dict, guilty of manslaughter, June 
6, 1890. Judgment June 18, 1890, five 
years. Notice of appeal filed Au- 
gust 11, 1890. 


Transcript filed November 25, 
1890. Judgment and order 
affirmed May 16, 1891. 


Closed. 
89 Cal. 82. 


Information filed May 7, 1890. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged. Judgment, 
new trial granted August 2, 1890. 


Transcrint filed November 21, 
1890. Order granting new 
trial affirmed July 6, 1891. 


Closed. 
90 Cal. 174. 


Information filed July 23, 1890. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, October 7, 
1890. Judgment, October 8, 1890, two 
years. Notice of appeal filed No- 
vember 13, 1890. 


Transcript filed November 28, 
1890. Judgment and order 
affirmed June 22, 1891. 


Closed. 
89 Cal. 573. 


Information filed August 5, 1890. Ver- 
dict, guilty of burglary in first de- 
cree, September 4, 1890. Judgment. 
October 1, 1890, ten years. Notice ot 
appeal filed November 8, 1890. 


Transcript filed December 4, 
1890. Judgment and order 
affirmed February 28, 1891. 


Closed. 
88 Cal. 140. 




Petition filed January 23, 1891, 
and writ issued same day. 


Closed. 




Petition filed January 23, 1891, 
and writ issued same day. 


Closed. 
89 Cal. 421. 


Information filed June 25, 1890. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, Oct. 7, 1890. 
Judgment Oct. 11, 1890, three years. 
Notice of appeal filed Oct. 11, 1890. 


Transcript filed Dec. 31, 1890. 
Judgment and order reversed 
June 18, 1891. 


Erroneous in- 
struction. 

Closed. 
89 Cal. 492. 


Information filed Sept. 20. 1890. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, Oct. 27, 1890. 
Judgment Oct. 30, 1890, seven years. 
Notice of appeal filed Nov. 8, 1890. 


Transcript filed Dec. 17, 1890. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Dec. 30, 1891. 


Closed. 
92 Cal. 568. 


Information filed March 22,1890. Ver- 
dict, murder, first degree. Judgment 
June 6, 1890, death. Notice of appeal 
filed July 25, 1890. 


Transcript filed Dec. 13, 1890. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Dec. 14, 1891. 


Closed. 
92 Cal. 359. 
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REPORT OP THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



Copy of Attorney-General's 



Title of Cause. 


lu What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecntion and 
Nature of Crime. 


20789— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Charles E. 
Clark, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Carroll Cook and J. E. 
Foulds for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of City and 
County of 
San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — Murder and 
prior conviction of petit lar- 
ceny. 


20727— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. W. S. Clen- 
dennin, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
Hunsaker & Britt for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


Criminal-. 


By information— Assault to 
murder. 


20796— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. M. M. Staples, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Hugh J. 
Crawford for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal. - 


By information— Grand lar- 
ceny. 


20783— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. G. W. Stewart, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, T. J. Hart 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Colusa Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Assault to 
rape. 


20787— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Fred. Mit- 
chell, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Carroll Cook for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
or San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal-. 


By information— Forgery. 


20788— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Ng Yuen, 
alias Lee Sin, Appellant. 
Attorney-General for Peo- 
ple, D. L. Smoot for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal - - 


By information— Murder. 


20784— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Loui Tung, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, C. C. 
Stephens for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los An- 
geles County. 


Criminal-. 


By information — Robbery. . 


20780— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Frank Ells- 
worth, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Carroll Cook for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal-. 


By information— Burglary and 
three prior convictions of 
petit larceny. 


20782— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Manuel 
Lopez, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, J. 
M. Poston for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Criminal. - 


By information— Grand lar- 
ceny. 
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stage of Proceedings In Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Information filed April 17, 189a Ver- 
dict, murder in first degree, April 29, 
1890. Judgment May 20, 1890, death. 


Transcript filed Jan. 10, 1891. 
Appeal dismissed. 


Closed. 


Information filed Oct. 19, 1889. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, Jan, 4, 1890. 
Judgment February 1, 1890, fourteen 
years. Notice of appeal filed July 
8,1890. 


Transcript filed July 8, 1890. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Sept. 3, 1891. 


Closed! 
91 Cal. 36. 


Information filed Oct. 8, 1889. Verdict, 
guilty grand larceny, Dec. 2, 1890. 
Judgment Dec. 9. 1890, one year. 
Notice of appeal filed Dec. 10, 1890. 


Transcript filed Jan. 24. 1891. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Sept. 3, 1891. 


Closed. 
91 Cal. 23. 


Information filed July 29, 1890. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, September 26, 
1890. Judgment October 1, 1890, ten 
years. Notice of appeal filed Novem- 
ber 24, 1890. 


Transcript filed December 15, 
1890. Judgment and order 
affirmed July 16, 1891. 


Closed. 
90 Cal. 212. 


Information filed July 31, 1890. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, August 15, 
1890. Judgment October 4, 1890, three 
years. Notice of appeal filed N ovem- 
ber 18, 1890. 


Transcript filed January 3, 
1891. Judgment and order 
reversed December 30, 1891. 


Erroneous in- 
struction. 

Insufficiency of 
evidence. 

Closed. 
92 Cal. 690. 


Information filed August 27, 1889. 
Verdict, guilty murder first degree, 
October 30, 1889. Judgment Novem- 
ber 16, 1889, death. Notice of appeal 
filed January 4, 1890. 


Transcript filed January 9, 
1891. Judgment and order. 
Appeal and case dismissed 
November 18, 1891, on sugges- 
tion that appellant is dead. 


Closed. 


Information filed September 5, 1890. 
Verdict, guilty, October 22, 1890. 
Judgment October 27, 1890. five years. 
Notice of appeal filed October 28, 
1890. 


Transcript filed December 26, 
1890. Judgment and order 
affirmed July 26, 1891. 


Closed. 
90 Cal. 377. 


Information filed May 1, 1890. Verdict, 
guilty of burglary, second degree, 
July 18, 1890. Judgment July 26, 1890, 
three years. Notice of appeal filed 
September 20, 1890. 


Transcript filed December 24, 
1890. Judgment and order 
affirmed December 30, 1891. 


Closed. 
92 Cal. 694. 


Information filed June 26, 1889. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, August 24, 
1889. Judgment August 27, 1889. 
Notice of appeal filed August 27, 1890. 


Transcript filed December 26, 
1890. Judgment and order 
affirmed August 29, 189L 


Closed. 
90 Cal. 669. 
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BBPORT OP THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



Copy of Attorney-Gkneral's 



Title of Cause. 


In What 

County Tried 

and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Crime. 


20791— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Harry Win- 
ters, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Nagle 
& Nagle for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Criminal __ 


By information— Burglary. 


20797— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. George A. 
Johnson, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
M. S.Horan for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — Embezzle- 
ment, and two prior convic- 
tions of petit larceny and 
burglary. 


20801— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. George Mor- 
gan, Appellant Attorney- 
General for People, Carroll 
Cook for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal- 


By information— Petit lar- 
ceny, prior convictions burg- 
lary and robbery. 


20805-The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Ah Sum, Ap- 
pellant. Attorney-General 
for People, Robert Ferrall, 
M. C. Chapman for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Perjury. 


20814— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Alex. Thomp- 
son, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Reddy, 
Campbell & Metson for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of Amador 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Murder. 


20816— The People, etc^ Re- 
spondent, vs. Wong Gunn, 
Ah Lem, Ah Jung, Ah 
Chung, Appellants. Attor- 
ney-General for People, C. 
C. Stephens for Appellants. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Murder. 


20821— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Wong Wang, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Willis & 
Appel for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal- 


By information— Gaming. 


20822— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Ah Ung, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Willis & 
Appel for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Gaming. 


20826— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Ah Teung, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, James F. 
Smith and J. J. West for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Criminal — 


By information— Assisting an 
escape. 
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stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed August 1, 1890. Ver- 
dict, guilty burglary, first degree, 
August 28, 1890. Judgment Septem- 
ber 3, 1890, six years. Notice of ap- 
peal filed September 15, 1890. 



Transcript filed January 19, 
1891. Judgment and order 
affirmed February 5, 1892. 



Closed. 
93 Cal. 277. 



Information filed April 23, 1890. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, July 24, 1890. 
Judgment July 29, 1890, ten years. 
Notice of appeal filed August 2, 1890. 



Transcript filed January 29, 
1891. Judgment and order 
reversed September 18, 1891. 



Hearsay testi- 
mony. Verdict 
was against evi- 
dence. Closed. 
91 Cal. 265. 



Information filed. Verdict, pleaded 
guilty, confessed prior. Judgment 
February 3^ 1890, four years. Notice 
of appeal filed January 17, 1891. 



Transcript filed February 4, 
1891. Judgment and order 
affirmed December 18, 1891. 



Closed. 
92 Cal. XIX. 



Information "filed May 13, 1890. Ver- 
dict, guilty, August 27, 1890. Judg- 
ment October 4, 1890, eighteen years. 
Notice of appeal filed October 6, 1890. 



Transcript filed February 26, 
1891. Judgment and order 
reversed January 9, 1892. 



Error of Court in 
not sustaining 
motion in arrest 
of judgment. 

Closed. 
92 Cal. 648. 



Information filed June 26, 1890. Ver- 
dict, guilty murder, first degree, 
August 6, 1890. Judgment August 
30, 1890, life. Notice of appeal hied 
December 27, 1890. 



Transcript filed March 6, 1891. 
Judgment and order re- 
versed; remanded for new 
trial December 29, 1891. 



Irrelevant and 
immaterial evi- 
dence. Erro- 
neous instruc- 
tions. Closed. 
92 Cal. 606. 



Information filed July 9, 1890. Verdict, 
Ah Lem and Ah Jung guilty mur- 
der, second degree. Wong Gunn not 
guilty, August 14, 1890. Judgment 
September 6, 1890, Ah Lem and Ah 
Jung, ten years. Notice of appeal 
filed September 6, 1890. 



Transcript filed March 7, 1891. 
Judgment and order re- 
versed December 12, 1891. 



Comment of 

Counsel for pros- 
ecution on tacts 
not in evidence. 

Closed. 
92 Cal. 282. 



Information filed November 21, 1890. 
Verdict, guilty as charged, January 
28, 1891. Judgment January 31, 1891, 
$300 and costs, or imprisonment not 
to exceed one year. N otice of appeal 
January 31, 189L 



Transcript filed March 14, 1891. 
Judgment and order reversed 
December 12, 1891. 



Error of Court in 
overruPg Deft.'s 
motion m arrest 
of judgment. No 
jurisdiction. 

Closed. 
92 Cal. 277. 



Information filed November 21, 1890. 
Verdict, guilty as charged, February 
6, 1891. Judgment February 6, 1891. 
1300 or imprisonment. Notice oi 
appeal filed February 6, 1891. 



Transcript filed March 24, 1891. 
Judgment and order reversed 
December 12, 1891. 



Reversed on the 
above ruling in 
Wong Wang 
case. Closed. 
92 Cal. XIX. 



Information filed October 8, 1890. Ver- 
dict guilty, November 21, 1890. Judg- 
ment December 8, 1890, five vears. 
Notice of appeal filed December 8, 
1890. . 



Transcript filed April 1, 1891. 
Judgment and order reversed 
December 18, 1891. 



Error in refusal 
of certain in- 
structions. 

Closed. 
92 Cal. 421; 
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JREPORT OP THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy op Attorney-General'^ 



Title of Canse. 



In What 

County Tried 

and Adjudged. 



Character 
of Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Crime. 



2082a— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. 5lay Willard, 
alias May Collins, Appel- 
lant Attorney-General for 
People, Taggart & Day for 
Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Ber- 
nardino Co. 



Criminal.. 



By information— PHor convic- 
tion grand larceny. 



20828— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Theodore 
Donguli, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
George A. Lamont and M. 
C. Chapman for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Solano Co. 



Criminal -- 



By information— Murder. 



20808— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. H. N^. Elliott, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, M. W. 
Conklin for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 



Criminal-. 



By information— Forgery. 



20820— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Hong Quin 
Moon, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Lucas F. Smith for Appel- 
lant. 



Superior Court 
of Santa Cruz 
County. 



Criminal-. 



By information — Obtaining 
money under false pretenses. 



20838— The People, etc» Re- 
spondent, vs. Walter Turn- 
bull, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Brown 
& Daggett for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Tulare Co. 



Criminal.. 



By indictment— Bribery, fel- 
ony. 



20839— The People, etc^ Re- 
spondent, vs. Walter Turn- 
bull, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Brown 
& Daggett for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
oi Tulare Co. 



Criminal-. 



By indictment — Bribery. 



20834— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. James Neil, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, H. J. <fe W. 
M. Crawford for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Los An- 
geles County. 



Criminal _- 



By information— Illegal vot- 
ing. 



20842— The People, etc„ Re- 
spondent, vs. J. H. Scott, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Cnas. S. 
Harker for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
OI Napa Co. 



Criminal . 



By information— Assault with 
deadly weapon. 



20851— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. J. D. Smith, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen. 
and W.W. Footefor People, 
S. J. Hinds, F. H. Short, F. 
P. Taylor for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
01 Fresno Co. 



Criminal . 



By information — Murder. 
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Stage of Proceedings In Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed May 29, 1889. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, February 21, 
1890. Judgment March 12, 1890, ten 
years. Notice of appeal filed March 
12, 1890. 



Transcript filed March 20, 1891. 
Judgment and order reversed 
December 28, 1891. 



Immaterial and 
incompetent 
evidence. Preju- 
dicial remarksof 
Court. Closed. 
92 Cal. 482. 



Information filed February 17, 1890. 
Verdict, murder, second degree. Mar. 
26, 1890. Judgment March 29, 1890, 
eleven years. Notice of appeal filed 
March 18, 1891. 



Transcript filed March 31, 1891. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
December 31, 1891. 



Closed. 
92 Cal. 607. 



Information filed. September 2, 1890. 
Verdict November 19, 1890. Judg- 
ment November 25, 1890, one year. 
Notice of appeal filed November 25, 
1890. 



Transcript filed March 2, 1891. 
Judgment and order reversed 
August 31, 1891. 



Conviction on 
confessions 
alone is errone- 
ous. Misleading 
instructions. 

Closed. 
90 Cal. 586. 



Information filed January 7, 1891. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, January 28, 
1891. Judgment February 3, 1891, 
one year. Notice of appeal filed Feb- 
ruary 3, 1891. 



Transcript filed March 14, 
1891. Judgment and order 
affirmed November 21, 1891. 



Closed. 
92 Cal. 41. 



Indictment filed February 9, 1891. De- 
murrer of defendant sustained 
March 23^ 1891. Notice of appeal filed 
March 28, 1891. 



Transcript filed April 17, 1891. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
March 17, 1892. 



Indictment 
sufficient. 

Closed. 
93 Cal. 630. 



Indictment filed February 9, 1891. De- 
murrer of defendant sustained 
March 23, 1891. Notice of appeal 
filed March 28, 1891. 



Transcript filed April 17, 1891. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
March 17, 1892. 



Idem. 
Closed. 
93 Cal. XVII. 



Information filed February 2, 1891. 
Verdict, guilty as charged, March 9, 
1891. Judgment March 20, 189L one 
year. Notice of appeal filed March 
20, 1891. 



Transcript filed April 11, 1891. 
Judgment and order reversed 
October 1, 1891. 



Insufficient alle- 
gations in the 
mformation. 

Closed. 
91 Cal. 465. 



Information filed February 10, 1891. 
Verdict, guilty as charged, March 10, 
1891. Judgment March 10, 1891, ten 
years. Notice of appeal filed March 
25, 1891. 



Transcript filed March 5, 1891. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
March 2, 1892. 



Closed. 
93 Cal. 516. 



Information filed November 12, 1890. 
Verdict, guilty of manslaughter, 
March 10, 1891. Judgment March 20, 
1891, ten years. Notice of appeal 
filed March 25, 1891. 



Transcript filed June 10, 1891. 
Judgment and order reversed 
February 20, 1892. 



Reversed because 
posit'n of wound 
IS not a subject 
for expert testi- 
mony. Closed. 
93 Cal. 445. 
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20845— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Ngon Ah 
Nam, alias Ah Nam, Appel- 
lant. Attorney-General for 
People, C. B. Darwin for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal — 


By information— Assault to 
murder. 


20847— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Martin Kni- 
sick. Appellant. Attorney- 
General -for People, Hund- 
ley & Lloyd, John Gale for 
Appellant 


Superior Court 
of Butte Co. 


Criminal — 


By information— Seduction. 


20850- The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Edward Wil- 
son, George Crowley, Ap- 
pellants. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People. Carroll 
Cook for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal-- 


By information— Burglary. 


20852-The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. F. 0. Vincent, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, S. R. Hart, 
and Henry Hogan for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Murder. 


20865— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Michael Bar- 
ry, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, John 
D. Pressly, Thos. Rut- 
ledge, and J. C. Sims for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Sonoma 
County. 


Criminal — 


By information— Burglary. 


20862— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Mike Ahem, 
ApT)ellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, J. D. Sulli- 
van for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Robbery, two 
prior convictions, petit lar- 
ceny and robbery. 


208e^-The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. A. 0. Gossett, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, L. V. Hitch- 
cock for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Tehama 
County. 


Criminal- - 


By indictment— Gambling. 


20858— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. 11. H. McNutt, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Thos. F. 
Graber and E. M. Gibson 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Criminal.- 


By information— Assault with 
a deadly weapon. 
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stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed May 22, 1889. Ver- 
dict, guilty of assault, August 26, 
1890. Judgment August 28, 1890, 
$200 or 200 days in House of Correc- 
tion. Notice of appeal filed Septem- 
ber 1, 1890. 



Transcript filed May 19, 1891. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
July 23, 1891. 



Closed. 



Information filed February 9, 1891. 
Verdict, guilty as charged, March 
25, 1891. Judgment April 7. 1891. 
five years. IU)tice of appeal filed 
May 11, 1891. 



Transcript filed June 3, 1891. 
Judgment and order reversed 
January 22, 1892. 



Insufficient testi- 
mony as to beine 
"unmarried." 
Erroneous in- 
struct'n. Closed. 
93 Cal. 74. 



Information filed October 23, 1890. 
Verdict, guilty of burglary, second 

' degree, December 22, 1890. Judg- 
ment December 26, 1890, five years. 
Notice of appeal filed January 10, 
1891. 



Transcript filed June 10, 1891. 
Judgment and order reversed 
February 12, 1892. 



Illegal commit- 
ment by magis- 
trate. 

Closed. 
93 Cal. 377. 



Information filed December 31, 1890. 
Verdict, guilty murder, first degree, 
March 24, 1891. Judgment April 8, 
1891, death. Notice of appeal filed 
April 9, 1891. 



Transcript filed June 10, 189L 
Judgment and order affirm- 
ed July 26, 1892. Petition for 
rehearing filed August 12, 
1892. Petition denied Au- 
gust 24, 1892. 



Closed. 
96 Cal. 



Information filed March 9, 1891. Ver- 
dict, guilty burglary, second degree, 
April 10, 1891. Judgment May 6. 
1891, one year. Notice of appeal 
filed May 11, 189L 



Transcript filed July 1, 1891. 
Judgment and order reversed 
May 6, 1892. 



Refusal to give 
certain instruc- 
tions. 

Closed. 
94 Cal. 481. 



Information filed December 29, 1887. 
Verdict, guilty as charged, February 
1, 1888. Judgment February 18, 1888, 
twenty-five years. Notice of dppeal 
tiled April 19, 1888. 



Transcript filed June 16, 1888. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
March 3, 1892. 



Closed. 
93 Cal. 466. 



Information filed December 27, 1890. 
Verdict, guilty as charged, April 22, 
1891. Judgment May 2, 1891, |200 and 
costs $100, or imprisonment not to 
exceed three hundred days. Notice 
of appeal filed May 5, 1891. 



Transcript filed June 20, 1891. 
Judgment and order reversed 
March 22, 1892. 



Erroneous in- 
struction and 
the admission 
of hearsay testi- 
mony. Closed. 
93 Cal. 641. 



Information filed February 14, 1891. 
Verdict, guilty as charged, April 2, 
1891. Judgment April 27, 1891, 
eighteen months in county jail. 
Notice of appeal filed May 4, 1891. 



Transcript filed June 18, 1891. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
March 24, 1892. 



Closed. 
93 Cal. 658. 
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20871— The People, etc.j Re- 
spondent, vs. W. R. Bibby, 
Appellant. Attornej-Gen- 
erai for People, Hinds & 
Merriam for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
or Fresno Co. 



Criminal __ 



By information — Forgery. 



20859— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. O. H. Dilwood 
et al., Appellants. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Hinds & Merriam for 
Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 



Criminal. 



By information — Grand lar- 
ceny. 



20659— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. John Mc- 
Nulty, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Carroll Cook and William 
Huff Cook for Appellant 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal-- 



By information — Murder. 



20855— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Charles W. 
Lemperle, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
Davis Louderback for Ap- 
pellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal _ 



By information— Murder. 



20860— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Louis For- 
restier and Person Francis- 
co, Appellants. Attorney- 
General for People, Carroll 
Cook for Appellants. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal _ 



By information— Robbery. 



20853— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs.Frank Wright, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
'eral for People, J. M. Wall- 
ing for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Nevada Co. 



Criminal -- 



By information — Mayhem. 



20876— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Ng Sam 
Chung and Woo Sing, Ap- 
pellants. Attorney - Gen- 
eral for People, Robert Fer- 
rall and F. E. Stranahan 
for Appellants. 



Superior Court 
. of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal . 



By information— Grand lar- 
ceny. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed June 4, 1890. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, January 30, 
1891. Judgment February 9, 1891, 
three years. Notice of appeal filed 
February 10, 1891. 



Transcript filed July 21, 1891. 
Judgment and order afiirmed 
October 1, 1891. 



Closed. 
91 Cal. 470. 



Information filed May 12, 1890. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, December 6, 
1890. Judgment December 10, 1890, 
three years. Notice of appeal filed 
December 10, 1890. 



Transcript filed June 20, 1891. 
Judgment and order reversed 
March 28, 1892. 



Erroneous in- 
struction. Error 
also in admis- 
sion of testi- 
mony. Closed. 
94 Cal. 89. 



Information filed April 26, 1888. Ver- 
dict, guilty murder, first degree, Au- 
pust 6, 1888. Judgment October 6, 
1888, death. Notice of appeal No- 
vember 21, 1888. 



Transcript filed February 21, 

1890. Judgment and order 
affirmed J^Iay 1, 1891. Judg- 
ment of affirmance vacated 
and set aside for reargument 
May 27, 1891. Judgment and 
order affirmed December 12, 

1891. Petition for rehearing 
filed December 31, 1891. Re- 
hearing granted January 11, 

1892. Judgment and order 
affirmed February 20, 1892. 
Petition for writ of error to 
United States Supreme Court 
filed March 15, 1892. Writ 
denied May 31, 1892. Remit- 
titur to County Clerk. 



Closed. 
93 Cal. 427. 



Information filed January 8, 1891. Ver- 
dict, guilty of manslaughter, March 
2, 1891. Judgment March 7, 1891, 
seven years. Notice of appeal filed 
March 20, 1891. 



Transcript filed June 17, 1891. 
Judgment and order reversed 
March 26, 1892. 



Erroneous 
structions. 

Closed. 
94 Cal. 509. 



Information filed January 29, 1891. 
Verdict, each guilty of grand larceny, 
February 12, 1891. Judgment Febru- 
ary 17, 1891, five years each. Notice 
of appeal filed February 26, 1891. 



Transcript filed June 24, 1891. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Apnl 1, 1892. 



Closed. 
94 Cal. XVII. 



Information filed March 3. 1891. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, April 2, 1891. 
Judgment April 9, 1891, three years. 



Transcript filed June 11, 1891. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
March 10, 1892. 



Closed. 
93 Cal. 564. 



Information filed June 24, 1891. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, July 9, 1891. 
Judgment July 18, 1891, five years. 
Notice of appeal filed July 23, 1891. 



Transcript filed August 14, 
1891. Judgment and order 
reversed April 6, 1892. 



Reversed because 
of plea of once 
in jeopardy. 

Closed. 
94 Cal. 304. 
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of Action. 
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20875— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Jas. W. Small- 
ing, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, J. G. 
Swinnerton and Paul C. 
Morf for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Calaveras 
County. 


Criminal- 


By information— Murder. 


20877— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Jas. McNam- 
ara, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Dunn 
& McPike for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Robbery. 


20878— The. People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Juan Mesa, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Blackstock 
& Shepherd for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of Ventura 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Assault to 
commit rape. 


20883— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. J. F. Perini 
and J. B. Rusconi, Appel- 
lants. Attorney-General 
for People, Lawler & Gray 
for Appellants. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal-. 


By information— Felony. 


20879— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Lee Yune 
Chong, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, A. 
B. Ware, J. T. Campbell for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Sonoma 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Murder. 


20874— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Elisha Cow- 
giU, Appellant. Attomey- 
General for People, Jo 
Hamilton and G. W. Ham- 
ilton for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Placer Co. 


Criminal. _ 


By information— Murder. 


20848— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. J. W. Murray, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Hunsaker, 
Britt & Goodrich for Ap- 
pellant 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Murder. 


20861— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Jack Phelan, 
Appellant Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Smith, Mu- 
rasky and L. E. Phillips for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Burglary. 
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stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed October 9, 1890. Ver- 
dict, guilty murder, first degree, April 
24, 1891. Judgment Majr 16, 1891, im- 

Erisonment for life. Notice of appeal 
led June 10, 1891. 



Transcript filed August 8, 1891. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
March 28, 1892. 



Closed. 
94 Cal. 112. 



Information filed April 7, 189L Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, June 5, 1891. 
Judgment June 11, 1891, fifteen years. 
Notice of appeal filed July 7, 1891. 



Transcript filed August 27, 
189L Judgment and order 
reversed May 12, 1892. 



Reversed by rea- 
son of insuffi- 
cient testimony. 

Closed. 
94 Cal. 509. 



Information filed June 8, 1891. Verdict, 
guilty as charged, June 25, 1891. 
Judgment August 24, 1891, ten years. 
Notice of appeal filed Aug. 12, 1891. 



Transcript filed Sept. 1, 1891. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
March 11, 1892. 



Closed. 
93 Cal. 580. 



Information filed April 7, 1891. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged. May 28, 1891. 
Judgment June 6, 1891, sixty days in 
county jail. Notice of appeal filed 
June 6, i89L 



Transcript filed Sept. 21, 1891. 
Judgment and order reversed 
May 25, 1892. 



Erroneous 
struction. 

Closed. 
94 Cal. 573. 



Information filed Feb. 2, 1891. Verdict, 
guilty of murder in first degree, June 

, 17, 1891. Judgment August 3^ 1891. 
imprisonment for life. Notice oi 
appeal filed August 11, 1891. 



Transcript filed Sept. 6, 1891. 
Judgment and order revers- 
ed; new trial ordered. Orders 
appealed from affirmed April 
29, 1892. 



Closed. 
94 Cal. 379. 



Information filed Nov. 22, 1890. Ver- 
dict, guilty murder in second degree, 
April 10, 1891. Judgment April 20. 
1^1, life imprisonment. Notice oi 
appeal filed April 20, 1891. 



Transcript filed Aug. 8. 1891. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
March 11, 1892. 



Closed. 
93 Cal. 



Information filed August 6, 1889. Ver- 
dict, guilty of murder in first degree, 
October 24, 1889. Judgment Nov. 11, 
1889, death. Notice of appeal filed 
AprU 8, 1891. 



Transcript filed June 4. 1891. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
March 31, 1892. 



Closed. 
94 Cal. ^12. 



Information filed March 19j 1891. Ver- 
dict, guilty of burglary, first degree, 
April 10, 1891. Judgment April 22. 
1891, ten years. Notice of appeal 
filed April 22, 1891. 



Transcript filed June 24, 1891. 
Judgment and order reversed 
January 27, 1892. 



Erroneous 
struction. 

Closed. 
93 Cal. 516. 
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20880— The People, etc.^ Re- 
spondent, vs. Ellery Dixon, 
Otis Dixon, Arthur Sylves- 
ter, Appellants. Attorney- 
General for People, A. L. 
Shinn, R. P. Clement, Clark 
& Jones for Appellants. 



Superior Court 
oi Lassen Co. 



Criminal __ 



By information — Grand lar- 
ceny. 



20886— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Samuel J. 
Fleming, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
T. J. Caran and C. W. Pen- 
dleton for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 



Criminal - 



By information— Rape. 



20806— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Flem Parker, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, J. S. Clack 
and Chas. G. Lamberson 
for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
01 Tulare Co. 



Criminal-. 



By information— Larceny. 



20867— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. F. B. Burdick, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, J. C. Black, 
for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Santa Clara 
County. 



Criminal. 



By indictment — Fraudulent 
concealment of property. 



20892— The People, etc^ Re- 
spondent, vs. Wm. Casev 
and Maggie Nagle, Appel- 
lants. Attorney-General 
for People, Alex. "Dampbell 
for Appellants. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal- 



By information — Grand lar- 
ceny and three prior convic- 
tions. 



The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Ah Sing, Ap- 
pellant. Attorney-General 
for People, C. C. Stephens. 
F. B. Guthrie, H. H. Appel 
for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
OI Los Ange- 
les County. 



Criminal.- 



By information— Robbery. 



Google 



Digitized by 



REPORT OP THE ATTORNEY-OENERAL. 
Docket of Chimin al Casbs — Continued. 



63 



stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information tiled December 12, 1890. 
Verdict, guilty as charged. May 7, 
1891. Judgment May 13, 1891, seven 
years for Ellery Dixon. Notice of 
appeal filed July 21, 1891. 



Transcript filed September 10, 
1891. Judgment and order 
reversed April 1, 1892. 



Reversed because 
of (1) incompe- 
tent and hear- 
say testimony; 
(2) hearsay; (3) 
proper cross-ex- 
amination shut 
out; (4) incom- 
petent evidence. 

Closed. 
94 Cal. 255. 



Information filed April 15, 1891. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged. May 15, 1891. 
Judgment June 2, 1891. three years. 
Notice of appeal filed June 2, 1891. 



Transcript filed October 8, 1891. 
Judgment and order reversed 
April 7, 1892. 



On the ground 
that defendant 
"did not indi- 
cate that settled 
purpose to use 
whatever force 
was necessary 
upon prosecu- 
trix to accom- 
plish the con- 
summation of 
his desires." 

Closed. 
94 Cal. 308. 



Information filed November 28, 1890. 
Verdict, burglary in the first degree, 
December 31, 1890. Judgment Jan- 
uary 26, 1891, five years. Notice of 
appeal filed February 5, 1891. 



Transcript filed February 26, 
1891. Judgment and order 
reversed September 7, 1891. 



Information 
should • have 
been set aside. 
Defendant not 
committed by 
magistrate foV 
the offense as 
charged in in- 
formation. 

Ownership of 
property in this 
case a necessary 
allegation. 

Closed. 
91 Cal. 91. 



Indictment found Dec. 2, 1890. Verdict, 

fuilty as charged, March 11, 1891. 
udgment April 3, 1891^ $500, or two 
hundred and fifty days in county j ail. 
Notice of appeal filed June 1, 1891. 



Transcript filed June 19, 1891. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
March 11, 1892. 



Closed. 
93 Cal. XVII. 



Information filed July 29, 1891. Ver- 
dict, guilty of petit larceny, August 
27, 1891. Judgment August 31, 1891, 
Maggie Nagle, sixty days county jail, 
Wm. Casey, one year State prison. 
Notice of appeal filed August 31, 1891. 



Transcript filed November 11, 
1891. Judgment and order 
affirmed April 1, 1892. 



Closed. 
94 Cal. XVII. 



Information filed August 19, 1891. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, September 12, 
1891. Judgment September 23, 1891, 
seven years. Notice of appeal filed 
September 24, 1891. 



Transcript filed November 16, 
1891. Judgment and order 
affirmed August 19, 1892. 



Closed. 
95 Cal. 



Goo^k — 



Digitized by 



64 



REPORT OP THE ATTORNEY-OENEBAL. 

Copy of Attorney-Gbnkbal's 



Title of Cause. 



In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 



Character 
of Action. 
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20446— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Mike Anem, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, J. D. Sulli- 
van for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal. - 



By information— Robbery and 
two prior convictions— Petit 
larceny and larceny. 



20894— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. James Arthur 
and Frank Stewart, Appel- 
lants. Attorney - General 
for People, John C. Deuel 
for Appellants. 



Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 



Criminal _ 



By information— Burglary. 



20897— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Wm. Fallon, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, T. D. Rior- 
dan and Carroll Cook for 
Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal-. 



By information— Felony. 



20900— The People, etc^ Re- 
spondent, vs. Rube Mitch- 
ell, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, W. P. 
Johnson and G. H. Chase 
for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Tehama 
County. 



Criminal . 



By information— Murder. 



20750— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Wm. Travers, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People. 



Superior Court 
oi Nevada 
County. 



Criminal _ 



By indictment— Murder. 



2089&— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Geo. Hall, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, C. M. Head 
for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Yolo Co. 



Criminal-. 



By information — Burglary. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed December 29, 1887. 
Verdict, guilty as charged, February 
1, 1888. Judgment February 18, 1888, 
twenty-five years. Notice of ap- 
peal filed April 19, 1888. 



Transcript filed June 16, 1888. 
Judgment and order af- 
firmed April 27, 1891. May 28, 
1891, judgment vacated and 
resubmitted on briefs. Judg- 
ment and order affirmed 
March 3, 1892. 



Closed. 
93 Cal. 518. 



Information filed July 23, 1891. Verdict, 
guilty burglary, first degree, October 
6, 1891. Judgment October 12, 1891. 
two years. Notice of appeal filed 
October 12, 1891. 



Transcript filed November 21, 
1891. Judgment and order 
affirmed March 7, 1892. 



Closed. 
93 Cal. 



Information filed August 21, 1890. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, August 27, 
1890. Judgment January 31. 1891, 
four years. Notice of appeal filed 
February 2, 1891. 



Transcript filed November 30, 
1891. 



Pending. 



Information filed June 2, 1891. Verdict, 
murder in second degree, September 
26, 1891. Judgment October 24, 1891, 
18 years. Notice of appeal filed Octo- 
ber 24, 1891. 



Transcript filed December 10, 
1891. Judgment and order 
reversed May 23, 1892. 



Reversed because 
of introduction 
of (1) hearsay 
evidence; (2) in- 
competent testi- 
mony; (3) mat- 
ters not proper 
subject of expert 
testimony* (4) 
impeacning 
own witness. 

Closed. 
94 Cal. 550. 



Indictment filed December 19, 1889. 
Verdict February 22, 1890, gnilty 
murder, first degree. Judgment 
February 25, 1890, imprisonment for 
life. Notice of appeal filed Septem- 
ber 15, 1890. 



Transcript filed October 1, 1890. 
Judgment and order reversed 
March 5, 189L 



Reversed by rea- 
son of erroneous 
instruction as 
to reasonable 
doubt. 

Closed. 

I 88 Cal. 233. 



Information filed July 17, 1891. Ver- 
dict, guilty burglary, second degree, 
September 24, 1891. Judgment Sep- 
tember 29, 1891, ten montns. Notice 
of appeal tiled September 29, 2891. 



Transcript filed November 24, 
1891. Judgment and order 
affirmed May 28, 1892. 



Closed. 
94 Cal. 695. 
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REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of Attornky-Oenkeal'b 



Title of Cause. 


In What 

County Tried 

and Adjudged. 


Charaoter 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Crime. 


20607— Ex parte James H. 
Barry on habeas corpus. 








20901-The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Charlie Lee 
Kong, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, C. 
C. Stephens, H. C. Grant 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
oi Los An- 
geles County. 


Criminal. - 


• 
By information— Assault to 
murder. 


20903— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Chas. H. 
Faulke, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, C. 
H. Clement for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
01 Santa 
Clara County. 


Criminal_- 


By information— Grand lar- 
ceny. 


20904^The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Ah Sing, Ap- 
pellant. Attorney-General 
for People, A. A. Mon- 
tano for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los An- 
geles County. 


Criminal .. 


By information— Perjury. 


20905— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. D. F. Dolan, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Carroll 
Cook and J. E. Foulds for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Criminal — 


By information— Abduction. 


20906— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. William G. 
Lane, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, R. 
B. Terry, 8. J. Hinds, W. 
B. Tyler for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Murder. 


20909-The Peo^, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Dennis Man- 
ning, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Allen & Tilden for Appel- 
lant. "^ 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal. - 


By information— Burglary and 
prior conviction petit lar- 
ceny. 


20910-The People, etc^ Re- 
spondent, vs. John Beck- 
with, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Wiley and Finnin, for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 


Criminal_- 


By information— Grand lar- 
ceny. 
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stage of PnMaedingB in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 




Petition filed October 1, 1889. 
Writ issued returnable be- 
fore Court in bank October 
2,1889. Writdenied and pris- 
oner remanded September 
11, 1890. 


Closed. 
85 Cal. 603. 


Information filed August 21. 1891. Ver- 
dict, guilty of assault with intent to 
murder, September 16, 189L Judg- 
ment September 19, 1891, two years. 
Notice of appeal filed September 21, 
1891. 


Transcript filed December 16, 
1891. Judgment and order 
affirmed August 22, 1892. 


Closed. 


Information filed September 29, 1891. 
Verdict, guilty as charged, October 
27, 1891. Judgment November 7, 1891, 
two years. Notice of appeal filed 
November 10, 1891. 


Transcript filed December 28, 
1891. Judgment and order 
affirmed August 26, 1892. 


Closed. 


Information filed September 12, 1891. 
Verdict, guilty as charged, October 17, 
1891. Judgment October 27, 1891, ten 
years. Notice of appeal filed October 
27, 1891. 


Transcript filed February 2, 
1892. Judgment and order re- 
versed and cause remanded 
for new trial August 19, 1892. 


By reason of the 
immateriality of 
the matter sworn 
to and alleged to 
be perjury. 
Closed. 


Information filed March 13, 1891. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, April 21, 1891. 
Judgment April 24, 1891, six years. 
Notice of appeal filed April 24, 1891. 


Transcript filed February 11, 
1892. 




Information filed December 22, 1890. 
Verdict, guilty of murder in first 
degree, March 4, 1891. Judgment 
March 19, 1891, imprisonment for 
life. Notice of appeal filed March 
25, 1891. 


Transcript filed January 13, 
1892. 




Information filed October 6, 1891. Ver- 
dict, burglary, first degree, October 10, 
1891. Judgment November 14, 1891, 
three years House of Correction. 
Notice of appeal filed November 24, 
1891. 


Transcript filed January 21, 
1892. Judgment affirmed 
May 5, 1892. 


Closed. 


Information filed August 26, 1891. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, November 12, 
1891. Judgment November 16, 1891, 
five years. Notice of appeal filed 
November 24, 1891. 


Transcript filed January 21, 
1892. Judgment affirmed 
May 5, 1892. 


Closed. 
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REPORT OP THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



Copy op Attornby-Gbnbbal's 



Title of Cauie. 


In What 

County Tried 

and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Crime. 


20911— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Hugh De- 
vine, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, R. 
Irwin, J. S. Clack, Bradlev 
& Farnsworth for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of Tulare Co. 


Criminal-. 


By information— Grand lar- 
ceny. 


20912— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Ah Lee, alias 
Lee Tung, alias Lee Doon, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Chas. B. 
Darwin for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Marin Co. 


Criminal -- 


By information— Murder. 


20914— The People^ etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Mcodemus 
Urquidas, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
Shinn & Ling for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of Los An- 
geles County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Burglary. 


20917— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. George W. 
French, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
J. M. McGee and H. B. 
Reardan for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Butte Co. 


Criminal -- 


By information— Grand lar- 
ceny. 


20918— The PeoplCj etc., Re- 
spondent,vs. Denis O'Brien, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, J. W. Har- 
rington, J. J. May, D. W. 
JenKS for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Modoc Co. 


Criminal-. 


By information— Felony, alter- 
mg record. 


20919— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Wong Ark, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Jesse Har- 
disty for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los An- 
geles County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Murder. 


20922-The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Al Sherman, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, L. L. Cham- 
berlain for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Placer Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Grand lar- 
ceny. 


20921— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Wm. McDer- 
mot. Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Black- 
stock & Shepherd for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Ventura 
County. 


Criminal.- 


By information— Murder. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Information filed November 9, 1891. 
Verdict, guilty as charged. December 
7. 1891. Judgment December 29, 1391, 
three years. Notice of appeal filed 
December 29, 1891. 


Transcript filed January 28, 
1892. Judgment and order 
reversed July 8, 1892. Cause 
remanded for new trial. 


Judgment and 
order reversed 
on the ground 
of insufficiency 
of evidence. 

Closed. 


Information filed December 29, 1890. 
Verdict, guilty of murder in first de- 
CTee, February 10, 1891. Judgment 
February 20, 1891. death. Nofice of 
appeal filed March 24, 1891. 


Transcript filed February 6, 
1892. 




Information filed January 14, 1891. 
Verdict, guilty burglary, second de- 
gree, April 15, 1891. Judgment May 
a 1891, one year. Notice of appeal 
filed May 6, 189L 


Transcript filed February 16, 
1892. 




Information filed September 12, 1891. 
Verdict, guilty as charged, Novem- 
ber 14, 1891. Judgment November 
18, 1891, ten years. Notice of appeal 
filed January 16, 1892. 


Transcript filed February 29, 
1892. Judgment and order 
affirmed July 23, 1892. 


Closed. 


Information filed May 29, 1891. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, September 
24, 1891. Judgment September 30. 
1891. two years. Notice of appeal 
filed October 6, 1891. 


Transcript filed March 3, 1892. 
Reversed September 9, 1892. 


Closed. 


Information filed May 20, 1891. Ver- 
dict, murder in first degree, August 
29, 1891. Judgment September 18, 
1891, imprisonment for life. Notice 
of appeal filed September 19, 1891. 


Transcript filed March 7, 1892. 
Judgment and order reversed 
September 2, 1892. 


Reversed because 
of the introduc- 
tion of hearsay 
testimony. De- 
nial of a peremp- 
tory challenge. 

Closed. 


Information, filed July 6, 1891. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, September 
29, 1891. Judgment November 13, 
1891, six years. Notice of appeal 
filed November 13, 1891. 


Transcript filed April 4, 1892. 




Information filed December 26, 1891. 
Verdict, murder, second degree, Jan- 
uary 14, 1892. Judgment February 
18, 1892, fifteen years. Notice of ap- 
peal filed February 23, 1892. 


Transcript filed March 30, 1892. 
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REPORT OP THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



Copy of Attornkt-Gknbral's 



Title of Cause. 



In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 



Character 
of Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Crime. 



20884— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Kicnard Wal- 
lace, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Graves 
& Graves, Wilcoxson & 
Bouldin for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Luis 
Obispo Co. 



Criminal . 



By information — Grand lar- 
ceny. 



14636— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. M. D. Hamil- 
ton, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, E. W. 
Hendrick, Copeland & 
Daney for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 



Criminal -- 



By information— Felony, re- 
fusing to pay over certain 
money. 



20927— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Henry Cur- 
ran and Sylvester Fitz- 
patrick, Appellants. At- 
torney-General for People, 
L. J. Maddox, Easton & 
Griffin J. R. Kittrell for 
Appellants. 



Superior Court 
of Stanislaus 
County. 



Criminal. - 



By information — Grand lar- 
ceny. 



20932— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Miguel Sam- 
onset, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, S. 
M.White and F. H. Howard 
for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Los An- 
geles County. 



Criminal - 



By information— Seduction. 



20844— Ex parte J. D. Smith 
for writ of habeas corpus. 
Attorney-General for Peo- 
ple, S. J. Hinds, F. H. Short, 
P. Taylor for Petitioner. 



Supreme Court. 



Criminal. - 



By petition. 



t 



20938— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Chas. Fagan, 
Frost Fagan, and William 
Ducker, Appellants. At- 
torney-General for People, 
L. J. Maddox and Robert 
Ferrall for Appellants. 



Superior Court 
of Stanislaus 
County. 



Criminal . 



By information— Grand lar- 
ceny. 



20939— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Daniel Bem- 
merly and William Wohl- 
from. Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, R. 
Clark, J. C. Ball, J. E, 
Strong, J. Craig, Eugene 
Aram, N. A. Hawkins for 
Appfellant. 



Superior Court 
of Yolo Co. 



Criminal . 



By information— ^iurder. 



20928— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. C. W. Breed- 
love and Chas. H. Wilson, 
Appellants. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Luce & 
McDonald and J. S. Callen 
for Appellants. 



Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 



Criminal.. 



By information— Murder. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed June 19, 1891. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, August 19, 
1891. Judgment September 12, 1891, 
three years. Notice of appeal filed 
September 5, 1891. 



Transcript filed October 1, 
1891. Judgment and order 
reversed May 12, 1892. 



Variance in in- 
formation from 
commitment. 

Closed. 
94 Cal. 497. 



Information filed February 25, 1891. 
Verdict, guilty as charged, May 28, 
1891. June 9tn order arresting judg- 
ment granted. Notice of appeal filed 
July 9, 1891. 



Transcript filed August 1, 1892. 



Information filed September 4, 1891. 
Verdict, Henry Curran guilty grand 
larceny, November 18, 1891. Judg- 
ment December 10, 1891, three years. 
Notice of appeal filed December 10, 
1891. 



Transcript filed April 23, 1892. 



Information filed October 10, 189L Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, February 18, 
1892. Judgment February 20, 1892, 
fined $1,000 or five hundred days in 
county jail Notice of appeal filed 
February 20, 1892. 



Transcript filed May 2L 1892. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
August 1, 1892. Affirmance 
set aside August 3, 1892. 



Petition filed Mav 12, 1891. 
Petition denied May 16, 1891, 
and petitioner remanded. 



Closed. 
89 Cal. 79. 



Information filed October 31, 1891. Ver- 
dict, Charles Fagan guilty of grand 
larceny, December 12, 1891. Judg- 
ment December 22^ 1891, three years. 
Notice of appeal filed December 22, 
1891. 



Transcript filed July 8, 1892. 



Information filed June 3, 1889. Ver- 
dict, Daniel Bemmerly guilty of 
murder, second degree, October 29, 
1891. Judgment December 8, 1891, 
twenty-two years. Notice of appeal 
filed December 31, 1891. 



Transcript filed July 8, 1892. 



Information filed July 28, 1891. Ver- 
dict, C. W. Breedlove guilty of man- 
slaughter, October 9, 1891. Notice of 
appeal filed January 13, 1892. 



Transcript filed April 28, 1892. 
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REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of Attorney-General's 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Crime. 


20935— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Charles Be- 
noit, Appellant. Attorney- 
General lor People, Eugene 
Daney for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Incest. 


20936— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. John Moran, 
Appellant. Attorney- Gen- 
era I for People, Hugh 1. 
and \\'m. Crawford for Ap- 
pellant, 


Superior Court 
OI Los Ange- 
lea County. 


Criminal.. 


By information — Petit lar- 
ceny. 



20954— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Anton Vital, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People. 



Superior Court 
of Santa Bar- 
bara County. 



Criminal -- 



By information— Murder. 



20942— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Charles W. 
Hawes, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People. 


Superior Court 
OI Monterey 
County. 


Criminal .. 


By information— Murder. 


20940— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Chas. Fajgan, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, L. J. Mad- 
dox and James H. Budd 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Stanislaus 
County. 


Criminal- 


By information— Grand lar- 
ceny. 


20941— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Wm. Stewart, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, B. F. How- 
ard, W. G. I)yas, and John 
B. Moore for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Colusa Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Assault with 
intent to commit rape. 


20943— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Daniel Gard- 
ner, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Grove 
L. Johnson and S. Solon 
HoU for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Attempt to 
commit rape. 


20944— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Wm. Gillis, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, H. E. Doo- 
little and M. L. Rawson for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Assault with 
a deadly weapon. 


20945-The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. John Mc- 
Nulty, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General and W. S. 
Barnes for People, Carroll 
Cook for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
ot San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — Murder. 
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State of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Information filed January 19, 1892. 
Verdict, guilty as charged, February 
5, 1892. Notice of appeal filed Feb- 
ruary 11, 1892. 


Transcript filed June 23, 1892. 


' 


Information filed April 16, 1892. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, May 2, 1892. 
Judgment May 6. 1892, one year. 
Notice of appeal filed May 7, 1892. 


Transcript filed July 5, 1892. 




Information filed April 7, 1892. Ver- 
dict, murder, first degree, May 14,1892. 
Judgment May 20, 1892, death. 
Notice of appeal filed July 22, 1892. 


Transcript filed September 12, 
1892. 




Information filed August 7, 1891. Ver- 
dict, May 14, 1892, guilty of murder 
in second degree. Judgment May 
31, 1892, fifty years. Notice of ap- 
peal filed July 15, 1892. 


Transcript filed August 5, 1892. 




Information filed October 31, 1891. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, March 12, 
1892. Judgment Apnl 15. 1892, five 
years. Notice of appeal filed April 
15, 1892. 


Transcript tiled July 30, 1892. 




Information filed February 26, 1892. 
Verdict, guilty as charged, June 10, 
1892. Judgment June 27, 1892, five 
years. Notice of appeal filed June 
27, 1892. 


Transcript filed July 30, 1892. 




Information filed November 8, 1890. 
Verdict, guilty as charged, October 
15, 1891. J udgment N ovember 6, 1891, 
five years. Notice of appeal tilea 
November 12, 1891. 


Transcript filed August 6, 1892. 




Information filed March 28, 1892. Ver- 
dict, guilty of simple assault, June 
10, 1892. Judgment June 16, 1892, 
fine 1200, or one hundred days in 
county jail. Notice of appeal filed 
June 18, 1892. 


Transcript filed August 8, 1892. 






Notice of appeal filed August 
9, 1892. Filed motion to dis- 
miss appeal August 9, 1892. 
Argued motion to dismiss 
August 11, 1892, and motion 
denied on that day. 
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REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



Copt of Attornby-Genkbal'b 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Crime. 


20947— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Cnarles D. 
Davis, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
W. W. Holcomb for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal-. 


By information— Grand lar- 
ceny. 


20948— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. John San- 
some, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, L. 
L. Chamberlain for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of Placer Co. 


Criminal. - 


By information — Burglary. 


20949— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Wong Ah 
Leong, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Robert Ferral for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco County. 


Criminal.- 


By information— Assault with 
intent to commit murder. 


20960— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Walter James, 
Appellant Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, J. S. Clack, 
Rowell Irwin, and R. F. 
Roth for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Tulare Co. 


Criminal.. 


Bv indictment— Assault with 
intent to commit rape. 


20955— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Albert Ace- 
vedo. Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, C. C. 
Stephens for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Burglary. 



ATTORNEY-GENERAL'S DOCKET OF 



The People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. 
Daniel Bemmerly, Defend- 
ant. Attorney-General and 
R. E. Hopkins, District At- 
torney, for People, R. Clark, 
J. C. Ball, J. E. Strong, 
Eugene Aram, N. A. Hawk- 
ins, J. Craig for Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of Yolo Co. 



Criminal. 



By information— Murder. 
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Stage of Proceedings In Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed March 25, 1892. Ver- 
dict March 28, 1892, guilty as charged. 
Judgment April 11, 1892, two years. 
Notice of appeal filed April 15, 1892. 



Transcript filed Aug. 17, 1892. 



Information filed July 6, 1891. Verdict, 

guilty of burglary in second degree, 
•ct. 1, 1891. Judgment Dec. 16, 1891, 
nine years. 



Transcript filed Aug. 18, 1892. 



Information filed April 12, 1892. Ver- 
dict, guilty, May 24, 1892. Judgment 
May 27, 1892, seven years. Notice of 
appeal filed June 1, 1892. 



Transcript filed Aug. 22, 1892. 



Indictment found and filed Feb. 4, 1892. 
Verdict, guilty, May 3, 1892. Judg- 
ment May 16, 1892, fourteen years at 
Folsom. Notice of appeal fiied May 
16, 1892. 



Transcript filed Aug. 31, 1892. 



Information filed Oct. 10, 1891. Verdict 
Nov. 21, 1891, guilty burglary, first 
degree. Judgment Jan. 4, 1892, five 
years at Folsom. Notice of appeal 
filed Jan. 4, 1892. 



Transcript filed Sept. 12, 1892. 



CRIMINAL CASES, SUPERIOR COURT. 



Information filed June 3, 1889. De- 
murrer filed June 24, 1889, overruled. 
Verdict October 29, 1891, guilty of 
murder in second degree. Judgment 
December 8, 1891, 22 years at Folsom 
Prison. Notice of appeal filed De- 
cember 31, 1891. 
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REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. • 

ATTORNEY-GENERAL'S DOCKET 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 


14468— The People ex rel. Ed- 
son Adams, Plaintiff and 
Respondent, vs. The City 
of Oakland, Defendant and 
Appellant. W. H.H.Hart, 
W. W. Foote, and Harvey 
S. Brown for Respondent, 
J. A. Johnson, Chickering 
& Thomas, and W. R. Davis 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County, State 
of California. 


Civil 


Complaint to determine annex- 
ation to city of Oakland. 


14334— J. A. Donlon, Plaintiff 
and Petitioner, vs. W. H. 
Jewett, Defendant and Re- 
spondent. A. R. Cotton, W. 
H. Barnes, and M. E. San- 
born for Petitioner, W. H. 
H. Hart, Blackstock & 
Shepherd, and H. L. Pop- 
lin for Respondent. 


Supreme Court 
of the State 
of California. 


Civil .— - 


Petition for writ. 


14436— Jas. H. Barry, Plaintiff, 
vs. The Superior Court of 
the City and County of 
San Francisco, Defendant. 
Reddy, Campbell & Metson 
for Plaintiff, W.H. H. Hart 
for Defendant. 


Supreme Court 
of the State 
of California. 


Civil 


Affidavit and petition for writ 
of certiorari. 


20836-The People ex rel. E. 
C. Marshall, Plaintiff and 
Appellant, vs. John S. Gray 
et al.. Defendants and Re- 
spondents. W.H. H.Hart 
and W. T. Raggett, attor- 
neys for Plaintiff. 


Supreme Court 
of the State 
of California. 


Civil 


Complaint to recover personal 
judgment against the De- 
fendants in the sum of $90,- 
000 and costs. 


14483— James W. Rankin, 
Plaintiff and Petitioner, vs. 
Edward P. Colgan Defend- 
ant and Respondent. A. 
B. Treadwell and J. C. 
Campbell, attorneys for 
Petitioner, W. H. H. Hart, 
attorney for Respondent. 


Supreme Court 
of the State 
of California. 


Civil 


Affidavit and petition for writ 
of mandate to compel issue 
of warrant for $250. 


14498— M. J. Cody, Plaintiff 
and Petitioner, vs. J. D. 
Murphy, Defendant and 
Respondent. Fox, Kellogg 
& King, attorneys for Peti- 
tioner, W. H. H. Hart, at- 
torney for Respondent. 


Supreme Court 
of the State 
of California. 


Civil 


Afladavit and petition for writ 
of mandate to draw and de- 
liver warrant for the sum of 
$.S33 33, for salary as Sheriff 
of Mono County. 
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stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed February 24, 1890. 
Jndgment against Appellant March 
19, 1891. Notice of appeal filed March 
31, 1891. 


Judgment affirmed December 
31, 189L 


No. 1. Closed. 
92 Cal. 611. 




Writ denied April 1,1891. Peti- 
tion for writ filed. 


No. 2. Closed. 
88 Cal. 630. 


t 


Affidavit and petition for writ 
of certiorari filed April 7, 1891. 
Order and judgment of Octo- 
ber 4, 1880, annulled October 
2, 1891. 


No. 3. Closed. 
91 Cal. 486. 


Judgment against Defendant, John S. 
Gray, for the sum |19,087 99, and in 
favor of all other Defendants. N otice 
of appeal filed. 


Transcript filed April 16, 1891. 
Appeal dismissed July 23, 
1891, because special counsel 
failed to take appeal within 
one year. This occurred be- 
fore 1 took office. 


No. 4. Closed. 




Petition filed and order issued 
May 1. 1891. Ordered that 
writ 01 mandate issue com- 
manding Respondent, as 
Controller, to draw warrant 
on Treasurer in favor of 
Petitioner for |250. Filed 
December 31, 1891. 


No. 6. Closed. 
92 Cal. 605. 


• 


Petition filed May 16, 1891. 
Alternate writ of mandate 
issued May 16, 1891. June 22, 
1891, judgment for Defend- 
ant. 


No. 6. Closed. 
89 Cal. 622. . 
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REPORT OP THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of Attoknet-Gbneral'8 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 

and Adjudged. 


Chumcter 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Katnie of Suit. 


14814-Elwood Bniner, Peti- 
tioner, vs. The Superior 
Court of the State of Cali- 
fornia, in and for the City 
and County of San Fran- 
cisco. Department No. 6, et 
al., Kespondents. Reddy, 
Campbell & Metson, Gar- 
rett McEnerney, attorneys 
for Petitioner, W. H. H. 
Hart, A. L. Rhodes, and 
Wm. S. Barnes, attorneys 
for Respondents. 


Supreme Court 
of the State 
of California. 


Civil 


Petition for writ of prohibition. 


14602— W. H. Murray. Ramie 
Commissioner, Plaintiff 
and Appellant, vs. E. P. 
Colgan, State Controller, 
Defendant and Respond- 
ent. Ash & Matthews, W. 
H. Murray in pro. per., at- 
torneys for Appellant. W. 
H. H. Hart, Barham & 
Bolton, attorneys for Re- 
spondent. 


Superior Court 
01 Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Complaint and affidavit for 
alternate writ of mandamus 
to compel issue of warrant 
for the salary of State Super- 
intendent of Ramie Culture. 

• 


14766— The People ex rel. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, Plaintiff and Peti- 
tioner, vs. Judge W. T. 
Wallace et al.. Defendants 
and Respondents. W. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
attorney for Petitioner. 


Supreme Court 
of the State 
of California. 


CivU 


Petition for writ of review. 


14100— Merced County, Re- 
spondent, vs. Widman^ Ap- 
pellant. J. W. Breckinridge, 
W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, attorneys for Re- 
spondent, E. Jackman, at- 
torney for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Merced Co. 


Civil 




14101— Merced County, Re- 
spondent, vs. Moran, Ap- 
pellant. W. H. H. Hart, 
Attorney-General, and J. 
W. Breckinridge, attor- 
neys for Respondent, E. 
Jackman, attorney for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of Merced Co. 


Civil 




14152— Merced County, Re- 
spondent, vs. Barillas. Ap- 
pellant. W. H. H. Hart, 
Attorney-General, and J. 
W. Breckinridge, attor- 
neys for Respondent, E. 
Jackman, attorney for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of Merced Co. 


Civil 


^^=^ f 



Digitized by 



Google 



REPORT OP THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 
Docket of Civil Casks— Continued. 



79 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 




Petition filed November 6, 1891. 
Writ issued restraining Re- 
spondent, as prayed for in 
petition, December 12, 1891. 


No. 7. Closed. 
92 Cal. 239. 


Complaint filed June 4, 1891. Judg- 
ment June 13, 1891, alternate writ of 
mandamus dismissed. Notice of ap- 
peal filed June 25, 1891. 


Judgment affirmed May 6, 1892. 


No. 8. Closed. 
94 CaJ. 436. 




Petition filed October 6, 1891. 
Application dismissed Octo- 
ber 6, 1891. 


No. 9. Closed. 




Transcript filed October 6, 1890. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
November 17, 1891. 


No. 10. Closed. 




Transcript filed October 6, 1891. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
November 17, 1891. 


No. 11. Closed. 


. ' 


Transcript filed October 22, 
1890. Judgdment and order 
affirmed November 17, 1891. 


No. 12. Closed. 
^'=t 1_ 
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REPORT OP THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of Attornet-Gbnkbal's 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 


14772— Brown, Petitioner, vs. 
Prewett, Judge Superior 
Court, Placer Countjr^ Re- 
spondent. W. H. H. Hart, 
Attorney-General, and J. 
M. Fulweiler. 


Supreme Court 


Civil 




The People of the State of 
California, Plaintiff and 
Respondent, vs. J. C. Gal- 
land et al., Defendants and 
Appellants. 


Superior Court 
of Shasta Co. 


Civil 


Complaint for the foreclosure 
of certificate of purchase of 
school lands. 


14668— The People upon the 
complaint and informa- 
tion of W. H. H. Hart, At- 
torney-General, Plaintiff 
and Appellant, vs. San 
Francisco Public Stock 
Exchange, Defendant and 
Respondent. W. H. H. 
Hart, Attornej-General, 
attorney for Plamtiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


Complaint to prevent the de- 
fendant from doing business 
and for usurpation of fran- 
chise. 


14434— Welsh, Appellant, vs. 
Plumas County, Respond- 
ent. Goodwin & Goodwin 
and John Gale, attorneys 
for Appellant, W. H. H. 
Hart, Attorney - General, 
and U. S. Webb, attorneys 
for Respondent. 


Supreme Court 
of California. 


Civil 




14684— J. W. Green, Appel- 
lant, vs. County of Fresno, 
Respondent. Newman 
Jones and W. R. Jacobs, 
attorneys for Appellant, 
W. D. Tupper and W. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
attorneys for Respondent. 


Superior Court 
ot Fresno Co. 


Civil 




14422— The People of the 
State of California, Appel- 
lant, vs. Board of Super- 
visors of Los Angeles Co., 
Respondent. W. H. H. 
Hart, Attorney - General, 
attorney for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Civil 


Complaint. 


14612 — William Trelan, Jr., 
Plaintiff, vs. Edward P. 
Colgan, State Controller, 
Defendant. Matt. Clarken, 
attorney for Plaintiff, W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, att'y for Defendant. 


Supreme Court 
of California. 


Civil...... 


Petition for writ of mandate 
to compel Defendant to issue 
warrant for |350 to pay salary 
of Plaintiff as State Engineer. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Coirt. 


Remarks. 




Transcript filed Octobers, 1891. 
Writ 01 mandamus denied 
and petition dismissed May 
12,1*2. 


No. 13. Closed. 
94 Cal. 502. 


Complaint filed. Judgment March 25, 
1881. Notice of appeal filed April 24, 

looU. 


Notice of motion to dismiss 
appeal. Appeal dismissed 
December 15, 189L 


No. 14. Closed. 


Complaint filed April 16, 1801, Sum- 
mons issued April 16, 1891. De- 
murrer to complaint filed April 22, 
1891. Demurrer sustained and judg- 
ment for defendant May 1, 189L 


Transcript filed August 24, 
1891. 


No. 16. 




Transcript filed April 6, 1891. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Apnl 27, 1892. 


No. 16. Closed. 
94 Cal. 368. 




Transcript filed August 31, 
1891. Affirmed July 18, 1892. 


No. 17. Closed. 




Transcript filed March 30, 189L 
Appellant's motion to dis- 
miss appeal filed June 23. 
1891. June 26, 1891, appeal 
dismissed. June 27, 1891, re- 
mittitur issued. 


No.ia Closed. 




Petition filed July 23, 1891. 
Writ denied August 1, 1891. 


No. 19. Closed. 
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REPORT OP THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copt op Attorwby-General's 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 


14645— County of Orange, Re- 
spondent, vs. R. T. Harris, 
/ppellant. W. H.H.Hart, 
Attorney-General, and F. 
W. Sanborn attorneys for 
Respondent, Chas. H. Mc- 
Kelvey and W. L. Camp- 
bell att'ys for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Orange Co. 


Civil 


Complaint to recover $657 and 
20 per cent, amounting to 
|131 41, and costs, for monev 
illegally collected from the 
county for making out de- 
linquent tax list. 


14811— William Irelan, Jr., 
Plaintiff and Appellant, vs. 
Edward P. Colgan, State 
Controller, Defendant and 
Respondent. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU. 


Complaint for writ of mandate 
to compel Defendant to issue 
warrant for $350. 


18055— F. J. Owen et al.. Peti- 
tioners, vs. E. P. Colgan, as 
State Controller, Respond- 
ent. J. M.Wood, Intervenor 
and Appellant Johnson, 
Johnson & Johnson, attor- 
neys for Petitioners, W. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
attorney for Respondent, 
C. L. White attorney for 
Intervenor. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


AflBdavit for alternate writ of 
mandate, commanding Con- 
troller to draw warrant in 
favor of Petitioners for the 
sum of $1,728 52. 


1479a— The People of the 
State of California, Plaint- 
iff and Appellant, vs. H. 
W. Swift et al.. Defendants 
and Respondents. W. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
and John W. Turner attor- 
neys for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Humboldt 
County. 


Civil 


Complaint to cancel State 
patents to State lands in 
Humboldt County. 


18093— The Commissioners to 
Manage the Yosemite Val- 
ley and Mariposa Big Tree 
Grove, Plaintiffs and Re- 
spondents, vs. G. K. Ber- 
nard, Defendant and Ap- 
pellant. W. H. H. Hart, 
Attorney-General, attorney 
for Respondent, James H. 
Budd, Gould & McCabe 
attorneys for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Mariposa 
County. 


CivU 


Complaint for unlawful de- 
tainer of hotel and certain 
premises in Yosemite Valley. 


13591— The People ex rel. At- 
torney-General, Plaintiff, 
vs. Douglas Gunn and the 
City of San Diego, Defend- 
ants. W. H.H.Hart, Attor- 
ney-General, attorney for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


Civil 
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stage of Proceedings in Conrt Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Amended complaint filed January 14, 
1891. Answer filed January 22, 1891. 
Judgment for Plaintiff for the sum 
of $788 40 January 22, 1891. Notice 
of appeal filed June 26, 1891. 




No. 20. 


Complaint filed July 31, 1891. Writ 

denied. 


Transcript filed November 6, 
1891. 


No. 21. 


Affidavit filed. Writ filed July 27, 1891. 
Judgment August 1, 1891, peremptory 
writ of mandate commanding Con- 
troller to draw warrant in favor of 
Petitioners for $1,728 62. Complaint 
of intervention filed September 4, 
1891. Notice of appeal filed March 
31, 1892, by J. M. Wood. 


Transcript filed May 5, 1892. 


No. 22. 


Complaint filed June 24, 1886. Judg- 
ment April 29, 1890. Action dis- 
missed and Defendants to recover 
from State costs and disbursements 
incurred in this action. Notice of 
appeal filed September 8, 1891. 


Transcript filed October 22, 
1891. Orderaffirmed Septem- 
ber 9, 1892. 


No. 23. Closed. 

• 


Complaint filed February 9, 1892. De- 
murrer and answer filed February 
19, 1892. Judgment for Plaintiff 
April 26, 1892. Notice of appeal filed 
May 3, 1892. 


Transcript filed July 16, 1892. 


No. 25. 


Complaint filed August 19, 1889. De- 
murrer filed August 31, 1889. De- 
murrer sustained. Amended com- 
plaint filed, to which demurrer was 
sustained. Plaintiff declined to 
amend further, and action was dis- 
missed. 


Appeal from judgment on 
demurrer affirmed August 4, 
1890. 


No. 26. Closed. 
86 Cal. 238. 
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REPORT OP THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy op Attornbt-General's 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 


14836-P. H. Cahill, Respond- 
ent, vs. E. P. Colgan. etc., 
Appellant. W.H.lI.kart, 
Attorney-General, for Ap- 
pellant, Reddy. Campbell, 
& Metson for Respondent. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil - 


Affidavit and petition for writ 
of mandate to compel Appel- 
lant to draw warrant for $604, 


18068— W. T. Sawyer, Appel- 
lant, vs. E. P. Colgan, 
etCy Respondent. Wm. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
and Barham & Bolton 
for Respondent^ W. C. 
Belcher and Geo. E. Bates 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
01 Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Affidavit and petition for per- 
emptory writ of mandate 
commanding Respondent to 
draw warrant in favor of Pe- 
titioner for $12,464 60, and 
costs. 


13903— City and County of 
San Francisco, Respond- 
ent, vs. Western Union Tel- 
egraph Co., Appellant. At- 
torney-General and W. A. 
S. Nicholson for Respond- 
ent, R. B. Carpenter for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint for taxes on 
franchise. 


13904r-City and County of 
San Francisco, Respond- 
ent, • vs. Western Union 
Telegraph Co., Appellant. 
Attorney-General and W. 
A. S. Nicholson for Re- 
spondent, R. B. Carpenter 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint for taxes on 
franchise. 
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stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Affidavit filed June 7j 1891. Peremptory 
writ of mandate issued October 13, 
189L Notice of appeal filed Novem- 
ber 6, 189L 



Transcript filed November li, 
1891. 



No. 27. 



Petition filed May 22, 1891. Judgment 
for Defendant April 16. 1892. Notice 
of appeal filed April 21, 1892. 



Transcript filed May 21, 1892. 



No. 28. 



Complaint filed July 9, 1888. Judg- 
ment for Plaintiff April 14, 1890. 
Notice of appeal filed April 22, 189a 



Transcript filed June 23, 1890. 
Judgment reversed Septem- 
ber 2, 1892. 



No. 29. Closed. 



Complaint filed September 18, 1888. 
Judgment for Plaintiff April 12, 1890. 
Notice of appeal tiled April 22, 1890. 



Transcript filed June 23, 1890. 
Judgment reversed Septem- 
ber 2, 1892. 



No. 30. Closed. 
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REPORT OP THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

ATTORNEY-GENERAL'S DOCKET, 1891-&— 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 


4853— Augustus Clark, Peti- 
tioner and Plaintiff, vs. 
John P. . Dunn, etc^ Re- 
spondent. Add. C. Hink- 
son attorney for Petitioner, 
Wm. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, attorney for Re- 
spondent. 


Superior C6urt 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


Affidavit for alternate writ of 
mandate filed December — , 
1890. Writ issued December 
— , 1890, returnable January 
7,i89L 


Augustus Clark, Petitioner 
and Plaintiff, vs. E. P. Col- 
gan, Controller, etc.. Re- 
spondent. Add. C. Hink- 
son attorney for Plaintiff, 
Wm. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, attorney for Re- 
spondent. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Affidavit for alternate writ of 
mandate filed January 15, 
1891. Writ issued January 
15, 1891. 


The People of the State of 
California ex rel. Board of 
State Harbor Commission- 
ers, Plaintiff, vs. Sidney J. 
Loop et al., Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


To recover $2,786 05 on official 
bond of Walter E. Huey, col- 
lector. 


32100— The People ex rel. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, Plaintiff, vs. Bankers 
and Merchants Mutual Life 
Association of the United 
States, Defendant. Attor- 
ney-General for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


Complaint to obtain receiver. 
to recover penalty of $300 and 
$13 50 costs, and costs of this 
proceeding. 


24381— People ex rel. G. A. 
Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, Plaintiff, vs. Ameri- 
can Sugar Refinery Com- 
pany, Defendant. Attor- 
ney-General for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint to vacate char- 
ter and forfeit franchise. 


San Francisco and North 
Pacific Railway Company, 
Petitioner and Plaintiff, 
vs. State Board of Eouali- 
zation et al.. Respondents 
and Defendants. W. H. H. 
Hart, Attorney-General, 
for State Board of Equali- 
zation. 


Superior Court 
of Mendo- 
cino County. 


CivU 


Affidavit and petition for writ 
of review. 


The People ex rel. G. A. 
Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, Plaintiff J vs. J. 0. Love- 
joy. Administrator, etc., 
Defendant. Wm. H. H. 
Hart. Attorney-General, 
for plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Tulare Co. 


Civil 


Complaint to recover money 
escheated to State. E. W. 
Holland appointed special 
counsel for Plaintiff by G. A. 
Johnson, Attorney-General. 
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stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Proceeding dismissed without preju- 
dice, January 7, 1891. 




No.l. Closed. 


Demurrer and answer filed January 
29, 1891. Demurrer sustained Feb- 
ruary 4, 1891. 




No. 2. Closed. 






No. 3. 


Complaint filed February 16, 1891. Re- 
straining order issued same day. A. 
G. Booth appointed receiver on said 
day, with bond fixed at $15,000, and 
bond filed. 




No. 4. 


W. H. H. Hart substituted as attorney 
for Plaintiff February 13, 1891. 




No. 5. 


Afladavit and petition made February 
21, 1891. Order for writ made and 
writ issued February 28, 1891. Pro- 
ceedings dismissed. 




No. 6. Closed. 


Complaint filed. Judgment in favor 
of Plaintiff for $2,270, less costs $38 50. 
Paid into State Treasury $2,231 50 
March 11, 1891. No appeal. 




No. 7. Closed. 
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BEPORT OF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of Attobnet-Geneual's 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 


San Francisco and North 
Pacific Railway Company, 
Petitioner and Plaintiff, 
vs. State Board of Equali- 
zation et al.. Respondents 
and Defendants. Wm. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
for State Board of Equali- 
zation. 


Superior Court 
of Marin Co. 


Civil 


Affidavit and petition for writ 
of review. 


San Francisco and North 
Pacific Railway Company, 
Petitioner and Plamtiff, 
vs. State Board of Equali- 
zation et al.. Respondents 
and Defendanta Wm. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
for State Board of Equali- 
zation. 


Superior Court 
01 Sonoma 
County. 


Civil 


Affidavit and petition for writ 
of review. 


6804— County of Alameda vs. 
Central Pacific H. R. Co. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Civil 


Complaint to recover taxes. 


14682— The County of Los 
Angeles vs. Southern Pa- 
cific Branch Railway Co. 
Jas. McLachlan, District 
Attorney, and Attorney- 
General for Plaintiff. J. B. 
Bicknell and A. B. Hotch- 
kiss for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Civil 


Complaint to recover taxes. 


32755— The People ex rel. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, Plaintiff, vs. San Fran- 
cisco Public Stock Ex- 
change, Defendant. Attor- 
ney-General for Plaintiff, 
Davis Louderback for De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


Complaint to forfeit franchise,, 
and enjoin Defendant from 
doing business. 


5681— The People :ex rel. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, Plaintiff, vs. Elsinore 
Irrigation District et al.. 
Defendants. i Attorney- 
General for Plaintiff, Brun- 
son, Wilson & Lamme of 
counsel. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


CivU...... 


Complaint to forfeit franchise. 


6801— County of Alameda, 
Plaintiff, vs. South Pacific 
Coast R. R. Co., Defendant. 
Geo. W. Reed, District At- 
torney, and Attorney-Gen- 
eral for Plaintiff, Martin & 
Moore and H. S. Brown for 
Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Civil - 


By complaint for taxes. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Proceedings dismissed. 




No. 8. Closed. 


Petition filed. Writ issued. Demur- 
rer March 21, 1891. Judgment of 
dismissal and costs entered against 
Plaintiff. 


' 


No. 9. Closed. 


Complaint filed January 30, 1891. De- 
murrer served March 19, 1891. 




No. 10. 


Complaint filed. Demurrer and 
amended demurrer filed. Demurrer 
overruled. 




No. 11. 


Complaint filed April 16, 1891. De- 
murrer filed April 22, 1891. Demurrer 
sustained and judgment for Defend- 
ant May 1, 1891. 




No. 12. Closed. 


Complaint filed April 13, 1891./ Judg- 
ment and decree entered December 
3j 1891, in favor of Defendant. Mo- 
tion for new trial granted May 31, 
1892. Judgment and decree in favor 
of Plaintiff May 31, 1892. 




No. 13. Closed. 


Complaint filed January 30, 1891, De- 
murrer served March 19, 1891, 


f 


No. 14. 
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REPORT OP THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of Attornby-Genbbal'b 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit 


6802— County of Alameda 
vs. San Pablo and Tulare 
R. R. Co. Geo. W. Reed 
and Attorney-General for 
Plaintiff, Martin & Moore 
and H. S. Brown for De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
• of Alameda 
County. 


CivU 


By complaint for taxes. 


€803— County of Alameda vs. 
Northern Railway Com- 
pany. Geo. W. Reed, Dis- 
trict Attorney, and Attor- 
ney-General for Plaintiff, 
Martin & Moore and H. S. 
Brown for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint for taxes. 


28424-People of State of Cal- 
ifornia vs. Central Pacific 
R.R.CO. Wm. H.H.Hart, 
Attorney-Generaljand J. P. 
Langhome for Plaintiff, 
H. S. Brown for Defend- 
ant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint for taxes. 


28425— People of State of Cal- 
ifornia vs. Northern Pacific 
Railway. Wm. H. H. Hart, 
Attornev-General, and J. 
P. Langhorne for Plaintiff, 
H. S. Brown for Defend- 
ant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


By complaint for taxes. 


28425— People of State of Cal- 
ifornia vs. Southern Pacific 
R.R.CO. Wm. H.H.Hart, 
Attorney-General, and J. 
P. Langhorne for Plaintiff, 
H. S. Brown for Defend- 
ant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint for taxes. 


28427— People of State of Cal- 
ifornia vs. San Pablo and 
Tulare R. R. Co. Wm. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
and J. P. Langhorne for 
Plaintiff,- H, S. Brown 
for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint for taxes. 


28428— People of State of Cal- 
ifornia vs. California Pa- 
cific R. R. Co. Wm. H. H. 
Hart, Attorney-General, 
and J. P. Langhome for 
Plaintiff, H. 8. Brown 
for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint for taxes. 
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stage of Proceedings In Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment In 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed January 30, 1891. De- 
murrer served March 19, 1891. 




No. 15. 


Complaint filed January 30, 1891. De- 
murrer served March 19, 1891. 




No. 16. 


Demurrer to amended complaint over- 
ruled Sept. 12, 1892. 




No. 17. 


Demurrer to amended complaint over- 
ruled Sept. 12, 1892. 


• 


No. 18. 
- * 


Demurrer to amended complaint over- 
ruled Sept. 12, 1892. 




No. 19. 


Demurrer to amended complaint over- 
ruled Sept. 12, 1892. 




No. 20. 


Demurrer to amended complaint over- 
ruled Sept. 12, 1892, 




No, 21. 
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REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of ATTOBNSY-GSNIEBAIi^S 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted. Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Proceedings and 
Nature of Suit. 


2842^-The People of State 
of California vs. South Pa- 
cific Coast Railway Com- 
pany. Wm. H. H. Hart, 
Attorney-General, andJ. P. 
Langhorne for Plaintiff, 
Harvey S. Brown for De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint for taxes. 


4746— P. H. Cahill, Petitioner, 
vs. E, P. Colgan, Respond- 
ent. J. C. Campbell, A. J. 
and Elwood Bruner attor- 
neys for Petitioner. Attor- 
ney-Gen. for Respondent. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Affidavit and petition for writ 
of mandate to compel Re- 
spondent to draw warrant 
for $504. 


4736— W. F. Sawyer, Peti- 
tioner, vs. Edward P. Col- 
gan, Respondent. George 
E.Bates and W C. Belcher 
attorneys for Petitioner. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Affidavit and petition for per- 
emptory writ of mandate, 
commanding Respondent to 
draw warrant in favor of 
Petitioner for the sum of 
112,464 60 and costs. 


33286— Robert C. Ball. Plaint- 
iff, vs. State of California, 
Defendant. W. H.H.Hart, 
Attorney-General, for De- 
fendant, S. C. Denson and 
Georg eE. Bates attorneys 
for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil- 


By complaint to recover 
141,250, with interest at 7 per 
cent 


4018— The People, ex rel. Wm. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, Plaintiff, vs. 0. T. Dyer 
et al., Defendants. Wm. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
attorney for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
oi San Ber- 
nardino Co. 


Ciyil 




The People ex rel. Wm. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
Plaintiff, vs. The Order of 
New Life et al., Def endanta 
Wm. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, and Olney, Chick- 
ering <fe Thomas. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Civil 


Complaint for usurping and 
unlawfully holding and: exer- 
cising franchise, and for a 
fine of $5,000. 


The People of the State of 
California ex rel. Wm. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
Plaintiff, vs. Pacific Rail- 
way Company, Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of LfOS Ange- 
les County. 


Civil 


Complaint for usurping and 
unlawfully exercising fran- 
chise, and for a fine oi $5,000. 


William Irelan. Jr., Plaintiff, 
vs. Edward P. Colgan, De- 
fendant. Wm. H. H. Hart 
attorney for Respondent, 
Matt. Clarken and D. E. 
Alexander attorneys for 
Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Complaint for writ of mandate 
to compel Defendant to issue 
warrant for $350. 
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stage of Pioceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Demurrer to amended complaint over- 
ruled September 12, 1892. 


' 


No. 22. 


AflSdavit filed June 7, 1891. Peremp- 
tory writ of mandate issued October 
13, 1891. Notice of appeal filed 
November 6, 1891. 


• 


No. 23. 


Affidavit filed May 22, 1892. Judgment 
April 16, 1890, for Respondent. Notice 
of^appeal filed April 21, 1892. 


. 


No. 24. 


Complaint filed June 9, 1891. Bond 
for costs approved June 9, 1891. 
Amended complaint filed June 8, 
1892. 




No. 26. 


Action dismissed October 31, 1891. 




No. 26. Closed. 


Complaint filed Nov. 3, 1891. Bond 
approved Nov. 12, 1891. Stipulation 
for decree Dec. 17, 1891. 




No. 27. 


Complaint filed September 16, 189L 




No. 28. 


Complaint filed July 31, 1891. 


Transcript filed November 6, 
1891. 

Digit 


No. 29. 
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BEPORT OP THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of Attornby-Genbral's 



Title of Cause. 



In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 



Character 
of Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 



2918— The People ex rel. E. 
C. Marshall, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, Plaintiff, vs. H. C. 
Swain, John Doe, and Rich- 
ard Roe, Defendants. 



STiperior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 



Civil . 



Complaint filed to 
property to State. 



escheat 



The People ex rel. Wm. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
Plaintiff, vs. Perry Yaple, 
etc.. Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 



Civil. 



Information and complaint 
for money escheated to the 
State. Judgment for $434 10, 
less costs. 



The People, by W, H. H. 
Hart, Attorney-General, 
^ Plaintiff, vs. Ann J. Styles 
et al.. Defendants. 



Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 



Civil . 



Complaint to condemn land 
and water for the University 
and the Asylum for the Deal, 
Dumb, and Blind. 



The People ex rel. W. H. H. 
Hart, Attorney-General, et 
al.. Plaintiffs, vs. The 
County of Marin et al.. 
Defendants. W. H. H. 
Hart attorney for Plaint- 
iffs, Jas. W. Cochrane and 
Hepburn Wilkins attor- 
neys for Defendants. 



Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 



CivU. 



Complaint for injunction. 



5005 — The Commissioners to 
Manage the Yosemite Val- 
ley and Mariposa Big Tree 
Grove, Plaintiffs, vs. John 
K.Barnard, Defendant. At- 
torney-Gen. for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 



Civil. 



Complaint for recovery of rent. 



The Commissioners to Man- 
age the Yosemite Valley 
and Mariposa Big Tree 
Grove, Plaintiffs, vs. J. K. 
Barnard, Defendant. W. 
H. H. Hart attorney for 
Plaintiff and Respondent, 
James H. Budd, Gould & 
McCabe attorneys for De- 
fendant and Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Mariposa 
County. 



Civil . 



Complaint for unlawful de- 
tainer of hotel and certain 
premises in Yosemite Valley. 



The People ex rel. W. H. H. 
Hart, Attorney-General, 
Plaintiff, vs. L. S. Edwards 
et al., Defendants. 



Superior Court 
of Santa 
Clara Co. 



Civil . 



Complaint for abatement of a 

Sublic, nuisance and con- 
emnation of imported peach 
trees infected with borers. 



The People ex rel. W. H. H. 
Hart, Plaintiff, vs. James 
Tunstead et al.. Defend- 
ants. W. H.H.Hart attor- 
ney for Plaintiff, Hepburn 
Wilkins attorney for De- 
fendant. 



Superior Court 
of Marin Co. 



CivU. 



Complaint for the restitution 
and possession of real estate 
in Marin Counly. 
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stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed October 16, 1891. De- 
murrer filed. Judgment entered No- 
vember 16, 1891, in favor of Defend- 
ant, H. C. Swain. 




No. 30. Closed. 






No. 31. 






No. 32. 


Complaint filed. 




No. 33. 


Complaint filed January 13, 1892. 




No. 34. 


Complaint filed February 9, 1892. De- 
murrer and answer filed February 
19, 1892. Judgment for Plaintiff 
April 26, 1892. Notice of appeal filed 
May 3, 1892. 




No. 36. 


Complaint filed. 




No. 36. 


Complaint filed February 20, 1892. Case 
tried March 10, 1892, and judgment 
rendered for Defendants. 




No. 37. Closed. 
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REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of ATTORNET-GBNERAIi'S 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted. Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 


503a— Michael Denzer,Plaint- 
iff, vs. Frederick Coxet al., 
Defendants. Wm. H. H. 
Hart, Attorney -General, 
attorney for Defendants, 
Jud. C. Brusie of counsel, 
Gea A. Blanchard and C. N. 
Post for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
01 Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Complaint for personal inju- 
ries received while attending 
State Fair, and asking dam- 
ages in sum of |50,650. 


The County of San Diego, 
Plaintiff, vs. California Na- 
tional Bank et al. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


Civil 




6510— The People of State ex 
rel. Bank Commissioners et 
al. vs. California Savings 
Bank of San Diego. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


CivU 




4969— The Coulterville and 
Yosemite Turnpike Co.. 
Plaintiff, vs. The State of 
California, Defendant. At- 
torney-General and Aylett 
R. Colton for State, Mas- 
tick, Belcher & Mastick 
and James A. Waymire for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Defendant for $125,000, and 
costs of suit. 


F. J. Owens and J. V. Owens, 
Petitioners, vs. E. P. Col- 
gan, as Controller, Re- 
spondent. Johnson, John- 
son & Johnson for Peti- 
tioners, Attorney-General 
for Respondent, 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Affidavit for alternate writ of 
mandate, commanding Con- 
troller to draw warrant in 
favor of Petitioners in the 
sum of 11,728 52. 


15820— State of California, 
Plaintiff, vs. Alvin R. Me- 
serve et aL Attorney-Gen- 
eral and Jas. McLachlan 
for Plaintiff, Shirly C. 
Ward and Edwin A. Me- 
serve for Respondent. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Civil 


Complaint to declare orange 
trees to be a nuisance, and to 
order same destroyed, and 
for costs. 


The People ex rel. Attorney- 
General, Plain tiff.vs. Doug- 
las Gunn and the City of 
San Diego, Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


Civil 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 






No. 38. 


Complaint filed March 4, 1892. Tem- 
porary injunction granted same day. 




No. 39, 


Complaint filed March 4, 1892. Tem- 
porary injunction granted. Eli H. 
Murray appointed temporary re- 
ceiver March 4, 1892. Receiver qual- 
ified March 5, 1892. March 7, restrain- 
ing order served. Judgment for 
Plaintiff August 11, 1892, and Eli H. 
Murray appointed permanent Re- 
ceiver on said day. 




No. 40. 


Comnlaint filed December 8, 1891. 
Judgment for Defendant August 3, 
1892. 




No. 41. Closed. 


Alternate writ issued and served July 
25,1891. Writ filed July 27, 1891. De- 
murrer filed and overruled July 31, 
1891. Judgment for Petitioners Au- 
gust 1, 1891. Complaint of interven- 
tion filed September 4, 1891. Motion 
of intervenor to set aside judgment 
denied September 11, 1891. Notice of 
appeal March 31, 1892. 




No. 42. 


Complaint filed August 11, 189L J udg- 
ment for Plaintiff March 2, 1892. No 
appeal. 




No. 43. Closed. 


Complaint filed August 19, 1889. De- 
murrer filed August 31, 1889. De- 
murrer sustained. Amended com- 
plaint filed, to which demurrer 
was sustained; Plaintiff declined to 
amend further; action was dismissed. 




No. 44. Closed. 
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REPORT OP THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of Attornby-Gknebal's 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted. Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 


Susan Crooks, etc., Plaintiff, 
vs. Joseph Craig et al., De- 
fendants, 


Superior Court 
of Marin Co. 


Civil 


Complaint in ejectment to re- 
cover 20.86 acres of State tide 
lands, and damages. 


The People of the State of 
California, Plaintiff, vs. 
James Colegrove et al., De- 
fendants. Jas. McLachlan, 
W. H. H. Hart, attorneys 
for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
oi Los An- 
geles County. 


Civil 


Complaint to declare certain 
fruit trees to be a public 
nuisance, to order the same 
destroyed, and for costs. 


35677— The People ex rel. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, Plaintiff, vs. Bank of 
America et al. Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


Complaint for forfeiture of 
franchise. 



ATTORNEY-GENERAL'S DOCKET OF SUITS 



The People, etc., ex rel. E. E. 
Giddines, Plaintiff, vs. W. 
S. Goodin, Defendant. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, and C. C. Wright, 
attorneys for Plaintiff, 
Thompson & Thompson, 
attorneys for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Tulare Co. 


Civil 


By complaint. Usurpation of 
office. 


The People, etc., ex rel. W. 
T. Wheeler, Plaintiff, vs. 
W. H. Brown and James 
Byrne, Defendants. W. H. 
H. Hart, Attomev-General, 
and G. A. Heinlen, attor- 
neys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Santa 
Clara Co. 


Civil 


By complaint. Usurpation of 
office. 


The People, etc.. ex rel. F. R. 
Willis et al.. Plaintiffs, vs. 
F. H. Howard et al.. De- 
fendants. W. H. H. Hart, 
Attomey-General,and Wil- 
lis & Appel, attorneys for 
Plaintiffs. 


Superior Court 
of Los An- 
geles County. 


Civil 


By complaint. Usurpation of 
office. 


15048— The People, etc., ex 
rel. Sheldon Littlefield, 
Plaintiff, vs. Louis Schorn, 
Defendant. W. H.H.Hart, 
Attorney-General, and An- 
derson & Anderson, attor- 
neys for Plaintiff, Victor 
Montgomery, attorney for 
Defendant. 


Superior Court 
01 Orange Co. 


Civil 


By complaint. Usurpation of 
office. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandutia of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed December 7, 1891. 
Judgment for Defendants July 26, 
1892. 




No. 45. Closed. 


• 




No. 46. 






No. 47. 

• 



BROUGHT IN THE NAME OF THE PEOPLE. 



tieave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved January 23, 1891. Complaint 
fi led January 26, 1891. Judgment for 
Defendant March 20, 1891, for costs, 
$82 36. No appeal. 




No. 2. Closed. 


licave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved January 27, 1891. Complaint 
h led January 28, 1891. Judgment for 
Plaintiff May 25, 1891. No appeal. 




No. 3. Closed. 


I^ave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved February 19, 1891. Judgment 
for defendants M arch 17, 1892. N otice 
of appeal filed April 4, 1892. 


Judgment affirmed. 


No. 4. Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved April 9, 1891. Complaint filed 
April 13, 1891. Judgment for De- 
fendant December 1, 1891. Notice of 
appeal tiled April 5, 1892. 


Appeal dismissed for failure 
to file transcript, August 17, 
1892. 


No. 5. Closed. 
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REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of Attobnby-General's 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted. Tried, 
and Adjadged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 


The People, etc., ex rel. J. J. 
Whitney, Plaintiff, vs. J. A. 
Henderson, Defendant. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, and Rowell, Rolfe, 
Freeman, Dameron, Gird, 
and Allen, attorneys for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Ber- 
nardino Co. 


Civil 


By complaint. Usurpation of 
office. 


2643— The People, etc., ex rel. 
E. 0. Miller, Plaintiff, vs. 
Robert Sherwood et al.. De- 
fendants. W. H. H. Hart. 
Attorney-General, and 
Freeman & Bates, attor- 
neys forTlaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Tulare Co. 


Civil 


By complaint. Action to an- 
nul patent. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Jane 
M. Clark, Plaintiff, vs. 
Grangers' Business Associ- 
ation of California, Defend- 
ant. W. H. H. Hart, Attor- 
ney-General, attorney for 
Plaintiff. 

• 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


Bv complaint. Usurpation of 
franchise. 


The People, etc., ex rel. W. H. 
H. Russell, Plaintiff, vs. 
William Schrieber, Defend- 
ant. W. H. H. Hart, Attor- 
ney-General, and Ander- 
son & Anderson, attorneys 
for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Civil 


By complaint. Usurpation of 
office. 


The People, etc., ex rel. G. A. 
Heinlen, Plaintiff, vs. John 
T. Scanlan, Defendant. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, and C. D. Wright, at- 
torneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Santa Clara 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint. Usurpation of 
office. 


The People, etc., ex rel. G. A. 
Heinlen, Plaintiff, vs. Jas. 
Pettitt, Defendant. W. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
and C. D. Wright, attor- 
neys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Santa Clara 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint. Usurpation of 
office. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Ed- 
ward Torrance, Plaintiff, 
vs. Martin O'Donnell, De- 
fendant. W. H. H. Hart, 
Attorney-General, and S. 
N. Reed, attorneys for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Kern Co. 


Civil 


By complaint. Usurpation of 
office. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Leave to sue eranted and bond ap- 
proved April 28, 1891. Complaint 
filed April 28, 1891. Action dismissed 
June 18, 1891. 




No. 6. Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved May 4, 1891. Complaint tiled 
May 13, 1891. Judgment for Defend- 
ant that patent is valid May 23, 1891. 
No appeal. 




No. 7. Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved May 21, 1891. 




No. 8. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved April .10,. 1891. •€bmplftint 
filed June 17, ia9L Trdgireni fot 
Plaintiff Feb. 1, 1892. Motion for new 
trial not prosecuted. 


■' ; , •- '] , ^ \ :\ 


.No. 9. Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved June 16, 1891. Complaint 




No. 10. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved June 16, 1891. 




No. 11. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved July 16, 1891. Complaint filed 
Aug. 1, 1891. Judgment for Defend- 
ant Nov. 12, 1891. No appeal. 




No. 12. Closed. 
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REPORT OP THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of ATTOENSY-GENKBAIi'S 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted. Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Will- 
iam Eadie, Plaintiff, vs. 
Novo Lumber Company, 
Defendant. W. H. H. 
Hart, Attorney - General, 
and John T. Carey, attor- 
neys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Mendocino 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Rich- 
ard E. Atkinson, Plaintiff, 
vs. J. T. Johnson, Defend- 
ant. W. H. H. Hart A1> 
torney-General, and J. W. 
Taggart. attorneys for 
Plaintiff, A. E. Putnam, 
Richards & Carrier, attor- 
neys for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Santa Bar- 
bara County. 


Civil 


By complaint. To declare order 
of Board of Supervisors fix- 
ing compensation of Consta- 
bles in criminal cases null 
and void, and to restrain De- 
fendant from further issuing 
warrants under said order. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Chas. 
B. Byrne, Plaintiff, vs. P. 
B. Fagen, et al.. Defend- 
ants. W. H. H. Hart, At- 
torney-General, and Carl 
E. Lindsay, attorneys for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Santa Cruz 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint. Usurpation of 
office. 


4018— The PeoplVeit-jex rel.' 
W. H. H. Hart, Atiorney^ 
General, Plaintiff, vs. 0. T. 
Dyer et al.. Defendants. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, attorney for Plaintiff. 


^ierior C^nii 
:oKS«ii.Ber-, 
nardino Co. 


'Civ(l.;.... 


By^ooncplaint. 


The People, etc., ex rel. E. 0. 
Miller, Plaintiff, vs. J. J. 
Doyle, et al.. Defendants. 
W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, and Geo. E. Bates, 
attorneys for Plaintiff, 
Bradley & Farnsworth, at- 
torneys for Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of Tulare Co. 


Civil 


By complaint. 


The People, etc., ex rel. 
Placer County, Plaintiff, 
vs. Margaret Carlson, etc.. 
Defendant. W. H. H. Hart, 
Attorney-General, and 0. 
K. Robinson, attorneys for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Placer Co. 


Civil 


By complaint. To decree a 
public nighway and restrain 
Defendant from exercising 
franchise to take toll, and for 
costs of suit. 


The People, etc., ex reLGeo. H. 
Gould, Plaintiff, vs. Monte- 
cito Water Company et al., 
Defendants. W. H. H. 
Hart, Attorney-General, at- 
torney for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Santa Bar- 
bara County. 


Civil 


By complaint. 
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stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Leave to sne granted and bond ap- 
proved July 15, 1891. Complaint 
filed August 6, 1891. Judgment of 
dismissal May 7, 1892. Notice of ap- 
peal June 15, 1892. 




No. 13. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved July 20, 189L Complaint 
filed July 22, 1891. Judgment No- 
vember 7, 1891, for Plaintiff. Notice 
of appeal December 15, 1891. 


Judgment affirmed August 3, 


No. 14. Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved July 27, 1891. Complaint 
filed August 14, 1891. Judgment for 
Plaintiff August 17, 1891. No appeal. 




No. 15. Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved July 7, 1891. 


< 


No. 16. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved August 1, 189L Complaint 
tiled August 3, 1891. Judgment for 
Defendant April 25, 1892, that patent 
should stand. No appeal. 




No. 17. Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved August 7, 1891. Complaint 
filed August 19, 1891. Default taken 
and judgment for Defendant. 




No. 18. Closed. 






No. 19. 
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BEPORT OF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



Copy of Attobney-Gbneral's 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
aud County In- 
stituted. Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Park 
and Ocean Railroad Com- 
pany et al.. Plaintiffs, vs. 
Omnibus Cable Company, 
Defendant. W. H.H.Hart. 
Attorney-General, Carroll 
Cook, Morrison, and Foers- 
ter, attorneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil..-.- 


Bv complaint. Usurping, un- 
lawfully holding, and exer- 
cising franchise. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Jacob 
Benninger, Plaintiff, vs. 
Southern California Rail- 
way Company, Defendant. 
W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, attorney for 
Plamtiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Ber- 
nardino Co. 


Civil 


By complaint 


The People, etc., ex rel. Laban 
Scearce, Plaintiff, vs.County 
of Glenn, Defendant. W. 
H. H. Hart Attorney-Gen- 
eral, Stanley, Stoney & 
Hayes, and H. A. Alberv, 
attorneys for Plaintiff, 
Aylett R. Cotton and J. C. 
Campbell, attorneys for 
Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Bv complaint. Usurpation of 
franchise. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Thos. 
J. L. Smilev, Plaintiff, vs. 
John Wills, Defendant. 
W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, and H. C. Dibble, 
attorneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint. Usurpation of 
office. 


The People, etc., ex rel. W. 
A. Hayt, Plaintiff, vs. I. W. 
Lord, Defendant. W. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
and W. A. Purington, at- 
torneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Ber- 
nardino Co. 


Civil _ 


By complaint to declare office 
vacant. 


The People, etc., ex rel. W. 
A.Hayt,:^laintiff,vs.J.W. 
Victor, Defendant. W. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
and W. A. Purington, attor- 
neys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Ber- 
nardino Co. 


Civil 


By complaint. To declare 
office vacant. 


Tte People, etc., ex rel. E. F. 
Hammers, Plaintiff, vs. Sel- 
ma Irrigation District, De- 
fendant. W. H. H. Hart, 
Attorney-General, J. B. 
Campbell, and C. C. Mer- 
riam, attorneys for Plain tiff. 


? 

Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 


Civil 


By complaint. To dissolve 
Selma Irrigation District. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved October 10, 1891. Complaint 
filed October 10, 1891. 




No. 20. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved October 22, 1891. * 




No. 21. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved November 17, 1891. Com- 
plaint filed November 17, 1891. 




No. 22. Leave 
was granted be- 
cause the Gov- 
ernor directed 
it. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved November 17, 1891. Com- 
plaint filed November 17, 1891. 


« 


No. 23. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved December 12, 189L Com- 
plaint filed December 12, 1891. 




No. 24. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved December 14, 1891. Com- 
plaint filed December 14, 1891. 




No. 25. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved December 16, 1891. Com- 
plaint filed December 19, 1891. De- 
murrer filed December 26, 1891. De- 
murrer sustained February 29, 1892. 
Judgment of dismissal March 1, 1892. 
Notice of appeal filed March 3, 1892. 


Transcript filed March 29, 1892. 


No. 26. 
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REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of Attorney-General's 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 

and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 


The People, etc., ex rel. John 
D. DaFjr, Plaintiff, vs. An- 
drew J. Martin and Fred- 
erick L. Jones, Defendants. 
W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, and Knight & 
He^gerty, attorneys for 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil- 


By complaint. Usurpation of, 
and to determine title to, 
public oflBce. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Wm. 
Proll, Plaintiff, vs. Thos. J. 
Parsons, Defendant. W. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
and Knight & Heggerty, 
attorneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil - 


By complaint. For usurpation 
of, and to determine title to, 
public office. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Thos. 
J. L. Smilev, Plaintiff, vs. 
George Walsh, Defendant. 
W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, and H. C. Dibble, 
attorneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint. Intrusion in 
office. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Thos. 
J. L. Smiley, Plaintiff, vs. E. 
F. McKittrick, Defendant. 
W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, and H. C. Dibble, 
attorneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint. Intrusion in 
office. 


4622— The People, etc., ex rel. 
M. McMann, Plaintiff, vs. 
Israel Rolf, Defendant. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, and J. H. Budd, at- 
torneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 


Civil 


By complaint. Usurpation of 
office. 


The People, etc., ex rel. James 
L. Howland, Plaintiff, vs. 
P. J. Dreher, Defendant. 
W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, and Westerman 
& Broughton, attorneys for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Civil 


By complaint. To compel the 
removal of obstruction from 
public street, and for costs. 


The People, etc., ex rel. E. W. 
Foster, Plaintiff, vs James 
McNasser et al.. Defend- 
ants. W. H. H. Hart, At- 
torney-General, and John- 
son, Johnson & Johnson, 
attorneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Bv complaint. Unlawfully 
holding, intruding into, 
usurping, and exercising 
offices and franchise. 


The People, etc.. ex rel. H. J. 
Payne, Plaintiff, vs. David 
MegowanetaLjDefendants. 
W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, and Johnson, 
Johnson & Johnson, attor- 
neys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Yolo Co. 


Civil 


Bv complaint. Unlawfully 
holding, intruding into, 
usurping, and exercising 
offices and franchise. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap-. 
proved December 16. 189L Demurrer 
filed and sustainea. Judgment in 
favor of Defendant. No appeal. 




No. 27. Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved December 16, 1891. Demurrer 
filed and sustained. Judgment for 
Defendant. No appeal. 




No. 28. Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved December 30, 1891. 




No. 29. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved December 30, 189L 




No. 30. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved January 22, 1892. Complaint 
filed February 1, 1892. Demurrer 
filed February 13, 1892. 




No. 31. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved February 10, 1892. Complaint 
filed February 10, 1892. Judgment 
for Defendant for costs May 13, 1892. 
Motion made for new trial. 




No. 33. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved February 20, 1892. 




No. 35. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved February 20, 1892. 


Digiti 


No. 36. 
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KEPORT OF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy op ATTORNEY-OENKRAIi's 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 


The People, etc., ex rel. W. W. 
Jacobs, Plaintiff, vs. Victor 
H. Metcalf et al.. Defend- 
ants. W. H. H. hart, At^ 
tomey-General, George E. 
DeGoiia and Johnson R. 
M. Fitzgerald, attorneys 
for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


CivU- 


By comj)laint. To remove ob- 
structions and declare por- 
tion of Fourteenth Street, 
Oakland, to be public high- 
way. 


The People, etc., ex rel. W. 
B. Brown, Plaintiff, vs. 
Union High School Dis- 
trict of Solano County, De- 
fendant. W. H. H. Hart 
Attorney - General, and 
Crouch & Johnston, at- 
torneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Solano Co. 


Civil 


By complaint. To exclude said 
district from all corporate 
rights and franchises, and for 
costs. 


The People, etc., ex rel. A. B. 
Johnson, Plaintiff, vs. Wm. 
Fahcy, Di-r^-^iiil^int W, H, 
H. Hiirtj AUorney-Generalj 
and A- J. Bledsoe^ ttttor- 
neys for Plaintiff, 


Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 


Civil 


By complaint. Usurpation of 
office, nne, and costs. 


The People, etc., ex. rel. Caro- 
line Bell et al.. Plaintiffs, 
vs. Reclamation District 
No. 539, Defendant. W.H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
attorney for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Yolo Co. 


Civil 


By complaint. 


The People, etc., ex rel. 
Nathan A. McKay, Plaint- 
iff, vs. Murphys and Alta- 
ville Turnpike Company, 
Defendant. W.H. H.Hart, 
Attorney - General, and 
Nichol & Orr, attorneys 
for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Calaveras 
County. 


Civil 


Bv complaint. To declare said 
turnpike a public highway, 
and prevent company col- 
lecting tolls. 


1122— The People, etc., ex rel. 
Alvinza Hayward, Plaint- 
iff, vs. San Francisco and 
San Mateo Railway Com- 
pany etal.,Defendants. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, and Wilson & Mc- 
Cutcheon, attorneys for 
Plaintiff, Ry. Hayne, of 
Counsel. 


Superior Court 
of San Mateo 
County. 


Civil - 


By complaint. To leave high- 
way unobstructed for public 
uee. 


3676— The People, etc., ex rel. 
Geo- Jh ^smdermn, Plaint- 
iff^ vii. North Bentih and 
Mission Railroad Com- 
pany, Defendant. W. H. 
H. 11 art, Attorney-General, 
attorney for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint. 



Digitized by LjOOQIC 



REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 
Docket of Civil Casks — Continued. 



109 



stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Leave to sue granted February 27, 1892. 
Complaiut filed March 12, 1892. 




No. 37. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved March 18, 1892. 




No. 38. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved April 22, 1891. Judgment for 
Plaintiff July 6, 1891. Order setting 
aside judgment August 7, 1891. 




No. 39. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved May 12, 1892. 




No. 40. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved June 21, 1892. Complaint 
filed July 6, 1892. 




No. 41. 






No. 42. 






No. 43. 

^^ T 
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REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy op Attorney-General's 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 


The People, etc., ex rel. C. T. 
Sanders, Plaintiff, vs. M. P. 
Jones et al., Defendants. 
W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, and John DesbecK, 
attorneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint to declare 
Touchard Street a public 
highway, and to remove ob- 
structlona from same. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Louis 
A. Bailey, Plaintiff, vs. E. 
C. Denio, Defendant. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, H. C. Dillon, Ander- 
son & Anderson, attorneys 
for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Los An- 
geles County. 


Civil 


By complaint. Usurpation of 
office. 


The People, etc., ex rel. W. 
H. Spurgeon, Plaintiff, vs. 
D. Edson Smith et al., De- 
fendants. W. H. H. Hart, 
Attorney-General, and J. 
G. Scarborough, attorneys 
for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Orange Co. 


Civil 


By complaint for usurping 
and unlawfully holding a 
corporate franchise, and for 
costs. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Jose- 
phine A.Rogers,etc.,Plaint- 
iff, vs. The Rogers Land 
Co., Defendant. W. H. H. 
Hart, Attorney-General, 
and Wright & Day, attor- 
neys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Santa Bar- 
bara County. 


Civil 


By complaint to dissolve said 
corporation. 


The People, etc., ex rel. P. B. 
Bennett, Pllaintiff, vs. The 
City of Plainsburg, Defend- 
ant. W. H. H. Hart. Attor- 
ney-General, and T. C. Law 
and W. A. Nygh, attorneys 
for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Merced Co. 


Civil 


By complaint for judgment 
for usurping and unlawfully 
holding and exercising fran- 
chise of a municipal corpo- 
ration, and to exclude defend- 
ant from same. 


The People, etc,, ex rel. W. L. 
Robertson, Plaintiff, vs. 
Wm. Cloudman, Defend- 
ant. W. H.H.Hart, Attor- 
ney-General, and J. F. 
Rooney, attorneys for 
Plamtiff. 


Superior Court 
of Tuolumne 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint for usurpation 
and unlawfully holding office. 


The People, etc., ex rel. 
Plaintiff; vs. Timothy Wal- 
ton, Defendant. W. H. H. 
Hart, Attorney-General, 
attorney for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 


Civil- 


By complaint. 
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stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved August 13, 1889. 




No. 44. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved July 6, 1892. 




No. 45. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved July 18, 1892. 




No. 46. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved July 23, 1892. Judgment of 
dismissal filed August 18, 1892. 




No. 47. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved August 8, 1892. 




No. 48. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved August 11, 1892. 

• 




No. 49. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved. Complaint filed August 4, 
1892. Demurrer filed August 8, 1892. 




No. 60. 
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REPORT OP THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



ATTORNEY-GENERAL'S 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


% 
Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution. 


Office No. 1, 3d District Court, 
No. 2405— The People, etc., 
Plaintiff, vs. Thomas Aus- 
brow, Defendant. James 
D. Day, Creed Raymond, 
W. W. Pendereast, attor- 
neys for Plaintift. 


In 3d Judicial 
District Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


Complaint to recover $22 50 
taxes and costs for 24th fiRcal 
year against certain property 
m City and County of San 
Francisco. 


Office No. 2, 3d District Court, 
No. 1023— The People, etc.. 
Plaintiff, vs. Thomas Aus- 
brow, Defendant. James 
D. Day, Creed Haymond, 
W. W. Pendergast, attor- 
neys for Plaintiff. 


In 3d Judicial 
District Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil- 


Complaint to recover State 
taxes on lands mentioned in 
Case 2405. 



DOCKET OF RAILROAD 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 

and County Tried and 

Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Office No. 1. Superior Court, No. 14517, Dept. 3. 
Los Angeles County, Plaintiff, vs. Southern 
Pacific Railroad Company, Defendant. James 
McLachlan, District Attorney, attorney for 
Plaintiff, John D. Bicknell and A. B. Hotch- 
kiss, attorneys for Defendant. 


In the Superior Court 
of the County of Los 
Angeles, State of Cal- 
ifornia. 


Civil 


Office No. 2. Superior Court, No. 14532, Dept. 3. 
The County of Los Angeles, Plaintiff, vs. South- 
ern Pacific Railroad Company, Defendant. 
James McLachlan, District Attorney, attorney 
for Plaintiff, John D. Bicknell and A. B. Hotch- 
kiss, attorneys for Defendant. 


In the Superior Court 
of the County of Los 
Angeles, State of Cal- 
ifornia. 


Civil — 


Office No. 3. Superior Court, No. 1198. The 
County of Stanislaus, Plaintiff, vs. Central Pa- 
cific Railroad Company, Defendant. L. W. 
Fulkurth, District Attorney, attorney for 
Plaintiff. 


In the Superior Court 
of the County of 
Stanislaus, State of 
California. 


Civil 


Office No. 4. Superior Court, No. 1199. The 
County of Stanislaus, Plaintiff, vs. Stockton 
and Copperopolis Railroad Company, Defend- 
ant. L. W. Fulkurth, District Attorney, attor- 
ney for Plaintiff. 


In the Superior Court 
fof the County of 

Stanislaus, State of 

California. 


Civil. __ 


Office No. 5. Superior Court, No. 1701. The 
(bounty of Santa Cruz, Plaintiff, vs. South 
Pacific Coast Railway Company (a corpora- 
tion). Defendant. Carl E. Lindsay, District 
Attorney, attorney for Plaintiff. 


In the Superior Court 
of the County of 
Santa Cruz, State of 
California. 


Civil 
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stage of Proceedlngg in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment In 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed March 2, 1875. Snm- 
mons issued and returned not served 
on account of absence of Defendant 
Dec. 11, 1891. Cause transferred to 
Department No. 6, Superior Court, 
Dec. 11, 1891. Judgment of dismissal 
as to lots 179, 180, 181, on payment of 
$22 50, May 19, 1892. Certified copy 
of judgment received. Money paid 
to State Controller. 




Closed. 


Complaint filed Sept. 18, 1874. Sum- 
mons issued Sept. 18, 1874. Summons 
returned Sept. 25, 1874. Defendant 
deceased. 




Closed. 



TAX SUITS— 1891-2. 



Mode of Prosecution. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes of 
1887, in the sum of $ — - — . 



Complaint filed January 22, 1891. Amended 
demurrer filed March 9, 1891. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes 

for 1887. 



Complaint filed January 24, 1891. Amended 
demurrer filed March 9, 1891. 



Complaint for county taxes, 1887, for the 
amount of $6,793 71, penalty 5 per cent 
thereon, with interfest on the above at 2 
per cent, and for costs. 



Complaint filed . Summons issued 

January 20, 1892. Summons served March 
9,1892. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes of 
1887, in the sum of |1,05D 24, penalty 5 per 
cent thereon, with interest on the above 
sum at 2 per cent, and for costs. 



Complaint filed 



Summons issued 



January 20, 1892. Summons served March 
9. 1892. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes of 
1887, in the sum of $2,383 75, with interest 
at 2 per cent, and costs. 



Com plaint filed January 20, 1891. Summons 
issued January 20, 1891, and filed. Sum- 
mons served January 19, 1892. 
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REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



Docket of Railboad 



Title of Cause. 



In What Court 

and County Tried and 

Adjudged. 



Character of 
Action. 



Office No. 6. Superior Court, No. 1702. The 
County of Santa Cruz, Plaintiff, vs. Southern 
Pacific Railroad Company (a coloration), De- 
fendant. Carl E. Lindsay, District Attorney, 
attorney for Plaintiff. 



In the Superior Court 
of the County of 
Santa Cruz, State of 
California. 



Civil . 



Office No. 7. Superior Court, No. 3762. The 
County of San Bernardino, Plaintiff, vs. The 
Southern Pacific Railroad Company (a corpo- 
ration), Defendant. F. J. Fording, attorney 
for Plaintiff, Harvey S. Brown and Fashay 
Walker, attorneys for Defendant. 



In the Superior Court 
of the County of San 
Bernardino, State of 
California. 



Civil. 



Office No. 8. Superior Court, No. 4368. The 
County of San Joaquin, Plaintiff, vs. San Pablo 
and Tulare Railroad Company (a corporation). 
Defendant. P. W. Bennett, District Attorney, 
attorney for Plaintiff, Harvey S. Brown and 
Fashay Walker, attorneys for Defendant. 



In the Superior Court 
of the County of San 
Joaquin^ State of 
California. 



Civil. 



Office No. 9. Superior Court, No. 4369. The 
County of San Joaquin, Plaintiff, vs. Central 
Pacific Railroad Company (a corporation). De- 
fendant. P. W. Bennett, District Attorney, 
attorney for Plaintiff, Harvey S. Brown and 
Fashay Walker, attorneys for Defendant. 



In the Superior Court 
of the County of San 
Joaquin, State of 
Caliiomia. 



Civil. 



Office No. 10. Superior Court, No. 6801. The 
County of Alameda, Plaintiff, vs. South Pa- 
cific Coast Railway Company (a corporation), 
Defendant 



In the Superior Court 
of the County of 
Alameda, State of 
California. 



Civil . 



Office No. 11. Superior Court, No. 6802. The 
County of Alameda, Plaintiff, vs. San Pablo 
and Tulare Railroad Company (a corporation), 
Defendant. 



In the Superior Court 
of the County of 
Alameda, State of 
California. 



Civil - 



Office No. 12. Superior Court, No. 6803. The 
County of Alameda, Plaintiff, vs. Northern 
Railway Company (a corporation). Defendant. 



In the Superior Court 
of the County of 
Alameda, State of 
California. 



Civil . 



Office No. 13. Superior Court, No. 6804. The 
County of Alameda, Plaintiff, vs. Central 
Pacific Railroad Company (a corporation). De- 
fendant. 



In the Superior Court 
of the County of 
Alameda, State of 
California. 



Civil. 



Office No. 14. Superior Court. No. 1139. The 
County of Solano, Plaintifr, vs. California 
Pacific Railroad Company, Defendant. 



In the Superior Court 
of County of Solano, 
State of California. 



CivU. 



Office No. 15. Superior Court, No. 1138. The 
County of Solano, Plaintiff, vs. Northern Rail- 
way Company, Defendant. O. P. Dobbins, 
District Attorney, W. H. H. Hart, of Counsel, 
attorneys for Plaintiff, H. S. Brown, attorney 
for Defendant. 



In the Superior Court 
of the County of 
Solano, State of Cali- 
fornia. 



Civil . 
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Mode of Prosecution. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes for 
1887, in the sum of $406 69, penalty $20 33, 
with interest at 2 per cent, and costs. 



Complaint filed January 20, 1891. Summons 
issued January 20, 1891, and filed. Sum- 
mons returned January 18, 1892. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes 
for 1887. 



Complaint filed January 26, 1891. Sum- 
mons issued January 26, 1891. Summons 
served January 4, 1892. Summons filed 
January 7, 1892. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes 
for 1887, in the sum of $1,995 66, penalty 
5 per cent, with interest on said sum, and 
for costs. 



Complaint filed January 31, 1891. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes 
of 1887, in the sum of $17,036 83, penalty 
5 per cent, with interest at 2 per cent, and 
for costs. 



Complaint filed January 31, 1891. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes 
of 1887. 



Complaint filed J anuary 30, 1891. Demurrer 
filed March 19, 1891. 



Complaint to recover damages for taxes 
for 1887. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes 
of 1887. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes of 

1887. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes of 
1887, in the sum of $7,48i 45, penalty 5 per 
cent thereon, interest 2 per cent, and costs. 



Complaint filed January 15, 1891. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes 
of 1887, in the sum of $2,886 16, penalty 
5 per cent thereon, and interest at 2 per 
cent, and costs. 



Complaint filed January 15, 1891. 



Google 
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Docket of Railboad 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 

and County Tried and 

Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Office No. 16. Superior Court, No. 14884. The 
County of Placer, Plaintiff, vs. Central Pacific 
Railroad Company, Defendant Harvey Brown 
and Fashay Walker attorneys for Defendant. 


In the Superior Court 
of the County of 
Placer, State of Cali- 
fornia. 


Civil 


Office No. 17. Superior Court, No 1245. The 
County of Kern, Plaintiff, vs. Southern Pacific 
Railroad Company^ Defendant. Alvin Fay 
attorney for Plaintiff, Harvey S. Brown and 
Fashay Walker attorneys for Defendant. 


In the Superior Court 
of the County of 
Kern, State of Cali- 
fornia. 


Civil 


Office No. 18. Superior Court No. . The 

County of Monterey, Plaintiff, vs. The Southern 
Pacific Railroad Company^ Defendant. B. V. 
Sargent attorney for Plaintiff. 


In the Superior Court 
of the County of 
Monterey, State of 
California. 


Civil 


Office No. 19. Superior Court, No. 1122. The 
County of San Mateo, Plaintiff, vs. The South- 
em Pacific Railroad Company, Defendant. 
George W. Fox, District Attorney, attorney 
for Plaintiff. 


In the Superior Court 
of the County of San 
Mateo, State of Cali- 
fornia. 


Civil 


Office No. 20. Superior Court, No. 1005. The 
County of Shasta, Plaintiff, vs. Southern Pacific 
Railroad Company, Defendant. M P. Rose, 
District Attorney, W. H. H. Hart, of counsel, 
attorneys for Plaintiff. Harvey S. Brown 
and Fashay Walker attorneys for Defendant. 


In the Superior Court 
of the Coimty of 
Shasta, State of Cali- 
fornia. 


Civil 


Office No 21. Superior Court, No. 1004. The 
County of Shasta, Plaintiff, vs. Central Pacific 
Railroad Company, Defendant. M. P. Rose, 
District Attorney, W. H. H. Hart, of counsel, 
attorneys for Plaintiff, Harvey S. Brown 
and Fashay Walker attorneys for Defendant. 


In the Superior Court 
of the County of 
Shasta, State of Cali- 
fornia. 


Civil 


Office No. 22. Superior Court, No. 8847. The 
County of Santa Clara, Plaintiff, vs. Central 
Pacific Railroad Company, Defendant. V. A. 
Scheller, District Attorney^ W. H. H. Hart, of 
counsel, attorneys for Plaintiff, H. S. Brown 
and J. B. Lamar attorneys for Defendant. 


In the Superior Court 
of the County of 
Santa Clara, State of 
California. 


Civil 


Office No. 23. Superior Court, No. 8848. The 
County of Santa Clara, Plaintiff, vs. South 
Pacific Coast Railroad Company (a corpora- 
tion). Defendant. V. A. Scheller, District At- 
torney. W. H. H. Hart, of counsel, attorneys for 
Plaintiff. 


In the Superior Court 
of the County of 
Santa Clara, State of 
California. 


Civil 


Office No. 24. Superior Court, No. 8849. The 
County of Santa Clara, Plaintiff^s. The South- 
ern Pacific Railroad Company, Defendant. V. 
A. Scheller, District Attorney, W. H. H. Hart, 
of counsel, attorneys for Plaintiff, H. S. Brown 
and J. B. Lamar attorneys for Defendant. 


In the Superior Court 
of the County of 
Santa Clara, State of 
California. 


Civil 
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Mode of Piosecution. 


Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 
















Defendant's demurrer to Plaintiff's com- 
plaint overruled September 27, 1892. 


Complaint to recover judgment for taxes 
for 1887, in the sum of $166 44, with inter- 
est at 2 per cent, and for costs. 


Complaint filed January 28, 1891. Summons 
issued January 14, 1892. and filed January 
20, 1892. Defendant's demurrer filed Feb- 
ruary 17, 1892. 


Complaint to recover judgment for taxes 
for 1887, in the sum of $35,403 11, with in- 
terest at 2 per cent, and for costs. 


Complaint filed January 28, 1891. Summons 
issued January 14, 1892, and filed January 
20, 1892. Defendant's demurrer filed Feb- 
ruary 17, 1892. 


Complaint to recover judgment for taxes 
for 1887, in the sum of $2,576 12, with inter- 
est at 2 per cent, and for costs. 


Complaint filed January 30, 1891. No sum- 
mons issued. Defendant demurs on June 
18, 1891. Motion to dismiss filed April 21, 


Complaint to recover judgment for taxes 
for 1887, in the sum of $5,665 83, with inter- 
est at 2 per cent, and for costs. 


Complaint filed January 30fl89L No sum- 
mons issued. Defendant appears and de- 
murs on June 18, 1891. Motion to dismiss 
filed April 21, 1891. 


Complaint to recover judgment for taxes 
for 1887, in the sum of $11,774 98, with in- 
terest at 2 per cent, and for costs. 


Complaint filed January 30, 1891. Defend- 
ant's demurrer served June 11, 1891, and 
filed June 18, 1891. 
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Title of Canse. 


In What Court 

and County Tried and 

Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Office No. 25. Superior Court, No. —. The County 
of Siskiyou, Plaintiff, vs. Central Pacific Rail- 
road Company, Defendant. James P. Lodge, 
District Attorney, W. H. H. Hart, of counsel, 
attorneys for Plaintiff, Harvey S. Brown and 
Fashay Walker attorneys for Defendant. 


In the Superior Court 
of the County of Sis- 
kiyou, State of Cali- 
fornia. 


Civil 


Office No. 26. Superior Court, No. —. The County 
of Merced, Plaintiff, vs. Southern Pacific Com- 
pany, Defendant. Harvey S. Brown and Fa- 
shay Walker attorneys for Defendant. 


In the Superior Court 
of the County of 
Merced, State of Cali- 
fornia. 


CivU 



ATTORNEY-GENERAL'S DOCKET 



Number. 


Title of Court and Cause. 


Attorney. 


Office No. 1. 
Court No. 2461. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Charles Fraser, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 2. 
Court No. 2974. 


In the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of 
California. In the matter of the 
estate of Isaac Newman, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 3. 
Court No. 5706. 


In the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of 
California. In the matter of the es- 
tate of Henry Breckman, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 4. 
Court No. 4189. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Robert Boyd, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as attor- 
ney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 5. 
Court No. 5678. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Geo. Domisch, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as &tr 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 6. 
Court No. 5407. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Victor Juss, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 
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Mode of ProBeontlon. 


Stage of ProoeedlngB in Court Below. 


Complaint to recover indgment for taxes for 
1887, in the sum of $21,638 71, with inter- 
est at the rate of 2 per cent, penalty 6 per 
cent, and for costs. 


Complaint fi led January 29, 1891. Summons 
Issued January 21, 1892, and served Febru- 
ary 2, 1892. Defendant's demurrer filed 
February 29, 1892. Defendant's demurrer 
overruled. 




r 



OF ESCHEATED ESTATES. 



Receipts. 



Disbursements. 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County of 
San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $2 60 



1891— By cash paid into State Treas- 
urv by J. H. Widber, Treasurer of 
City and County of San Francisco. $2 48 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 02 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer |20 00 



1891- By cash paid into State Treas- 
ury by J. H. Widber, Treasurer of 
Citvand County of San Francisco. |19 80 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 20 



1891 — To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $32 82 



1891— By cash paid into State Treas- 
ury by J. H. Widber, Treasurer of 
City and County of San Francisco. $32 60 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 32 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer $93 75 



1891— By cash paid into State Treas- 
ury by J. H. Widber, Treasurer of . 
City and County of San Francisco. $92 82 

By fees retained by County Treas- 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $8 54 



1891— By cash paid into State Treas- 
ury by J H. Widber, Treasurer of 
City and County of San Francisco. $8 46 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 08 



1891 — To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $38 56 



1891— By cash paid into State Treas- 
ury by J. H. Widber, Treasurer of 
City and County of San Francisco. $38 18 

By fees retained, by County Treas- 
urer 38 



Digitized by 



Google 



120 



REPOBT OF THE ATTORNEYS-GENERAL. 



Docket of Eschsated 



Number. 



Title of Court and Cause. 



Attorney. 



Office No. 7. 
Court No. 4879. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of R. W. Stokes, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as attor- 
ney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 8. 
Court No. 4973. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Lambert Strilka, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 9. 
Court No. 6677. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of M. L. Moree, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 10. 
Court No. 2287. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Andrew Johnson, de- 
ceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 11. 
Court No. 2346. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Christain Tamm, de- 
ceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by Q. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 12. 
Court No. 3471. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Fred. Schuman, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. la 
Court No. 7134. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Edw. Marciline, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 14. 
Court No. 7839. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of M. Blake, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at^ 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 
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Estates— Continued. 



Receipts. 



Disbursements. 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of tiie City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer _ $11 02 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber, 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco |10 91 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer __ 11 



1891-*To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer $7 97 



1891 — February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and Cormty of 
San Francisco |7 90 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 07 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer $5 50 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco -. $6 45 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 05 



L891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer. |246 00 



1891— February 6 — By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco |243 54 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 2 46 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer $5 64 



1891— February 6 — ^By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco $5 59 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 06 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer ._ $0 50 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco $0 50 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $5 90 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco $6 85 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 05 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $2 i 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City -and County of 
San Francisco |2 34 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 02 
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REPORT OP THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Docket of Eschbatkd 



Number. 



Title of Court and Cause. 



Attorney. 



Office No. 15. 
Court No. 7964. 



In the Superior Court oi the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Daniel Barry, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 16. 
Court No. 347a 



In the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of 
California. In the matter of the 
estate of A. Miller, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed As at- 
torney to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 17. 
Court No. 6681. 



In the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of 
California. In the matter of the 
estate of Jacob Dahlen, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 18. 
Court No. 8649. 



In the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of 
California. In the matter of the 
estate of Henry Nash, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 19. 
Court No. 7133. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Pierre Leymari, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 20. 
Court No. 6428. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of J. Rickels, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at^ 
tomey to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of Califomia, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 21. 
Court No. 1873. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Mary Ann Greenwood, 
deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 22. 
Court No. 7842. 



In the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of 
Califomia. In the matter of the 
estate of Franz Gohlke, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 
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EsTATBS— Continued. 



Receipts. 



Disbursements. 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer 



$2 88 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
San Francisco- |2 86 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 02 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer $17 i 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
San Francisco |17 79 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 17 



[891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer ^ 66 



1891 — February 6 — By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
San Francisco ^66 

By fees retained by County Treas- 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer $13 21 



1891— February 6 — By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
San Francisco ^- 

By fees retained by County Treas- 



$13 08 
. 13 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer. __ i.. $7 56 



1891 — February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
San Francisco $7 49 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 07 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $31 80 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco $31 

By fees retained by County Treas- 



31 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $13 26 



1891 — February 6 — By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
San Francisco $13 12 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 13 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Fraricisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $31 50 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
San Francisco-- $31 19 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 31 
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Docket or Escheated 



Number. 



Title of Court and Caune. 



Attorney. 



Office No. 23. 
Court No. 8602. 



In the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of 
California. In the matter of the 
estate of James R. Hamilton, de- 
ceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 24. 
Court No. 7136. 



In the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of 
California. In the matter of the 
estate of Peter Scheider, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the Stat^ of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 25. 
Court No. 6669. 



In the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of 
California. In the matter of the 
estate of Joseph Kipp, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 26. 
Court No. 2672. 



In the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of 
California. In the matter of the 
estate of Patrick McMenemin, de- 
ceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 27. 
Court No. 2661. 



In the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of 
California. In the matter of the 
estate of B. C. Narbaian, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 28. 
Court No. 2673. 



In the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of 
California. In the matter of the 
estate of Pierre Jeannean, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 29. 
Court No. 2635. 



In the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of 
California. In the matter of the 
estate of Christian Holm, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 30. 
Court No. 4633. 



In the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of 
California. In the matter of the 
estate of Henry Robinson, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Digitized by 



Google 



REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



125 



KsTATES — Continued. 



Receipts. 



Disbursements. 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $26 81 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
San Francisco _ $26 55 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer _ 26 



1891 — To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer.-- $3 < 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
San Francisco $3 66 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 03 



1891 — To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $4 59 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
San Francisco _._ $4 65 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 04 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San t rancisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $60 17 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
San Francisco $59 57 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer ^ 60 



1891 — To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $5 95 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco $5 90 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer _ 05 



^ 1891 — To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County of 
San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer.- $66 38 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
San Francisco $65 72 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer __ 66 



1891 — To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County of 
San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer. $0 47 



' 1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
I State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
I Treasurer of City and County oi 

I San Francisco $0 47 

By fees retained by County Treas- 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County of 
San Francisco, ana ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer _ $0 19 



1891— February 6 — By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
San Francisco $0 19 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 
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DOCKBT OF ESCHSATKD 



Number. 


Title of Court and Cause. 


Attorney. 


Office No. 31. 
Court No. 4746. 


In the Superior Court of tiie City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Anton Ahrens, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 32. 
Court No. 4470. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Timothy Flinn, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of Calilomia, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral 


Office No. 33. 
Court No. 4829. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of M. H. Van Wurtzen, de- 
ceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 34. 
Court No. 4676. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of John Klament, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen 
eral. 


Office No. 35. 
Court No. 4188. 


in the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Leonard Chanviat, de- 
ceased. 




Office No. 36. 
Court No. 4986. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Roger J. Maloney, de- 
ceased. 




Office No. 37. 
Court No. 4974. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of August May, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
tomey to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 38. 
Court No. 4213. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Rudolph Pansewein, de- 
ceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 
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EsTATBS — Continued. 



Receipts. 



Disbarsements. 



1891 — ^To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County of 
San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer |92 10 



1891— February 6 — By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber, 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco _ A... $91 18 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer... 92 



1891 — ^To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County of 
San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer $65 90 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
San Francisco _ _ |66 25 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer - 65 



1891 — ^To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County of 
San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer $155 18 



1891 — February 6 — By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber, 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco $153 63 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer _ 1 55 



1891 — ^To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County of 
San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer $8 59 



1891 — February 6 — By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber, 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco _. $8 57 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 08 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County of 
San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer _ $266 15 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco $253 59 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer _ ... 2 56 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County of 
San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer $68 14 



1891— February 6 — By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
San Francisco $67 46 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 68 



1891 — To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer $151 24 



1891— February 6 — ^By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San-Francisco _ $149 73 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 1 51 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer $120 20 



1891 — February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco $119 00 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer _ 1 20 
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Docket of Esohbatkd 



Namber. 



Title of Court and Cause. 



Attorney. 



Office No. 39. 
Court No. 5787. 



In- the Superior Cotirt of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of John Koppel, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by (x. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 40. 
Court No. 4876. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of August Schnackenberg, 
deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 4L 
Court No. 6346. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Fred Schmidt, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 42. 
Court No. 4057. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Philip Goldman, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 43. 
Court No. 3627. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of John Pape, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at^ 
tomey to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 44. 
Court No. 2648. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Max. Christiansen, de- 
ceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral 



Office No. 45. 
Court No. 336. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Catharine Yamdall, de- 
ceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A., Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 46. 
Court No. 120. 



In the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of 
California. In the matter of the 
estate of Mary Johanna Miller, de- 
ceased. 



John T. Rogers, appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 
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Estates— Continued. 



Receipts. 



DisburaementB. 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer _ $183 01 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
San Francisco _ $181 18 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer : _ 1 83 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer $86 62 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
San Francisco $86 76 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 86 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer $276 90 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
San Francisco __ $273 15 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer '___-_._ 2 75 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer $103 41 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
San Francisco $102 38 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 1 03 



1891 — To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $26 89 



1891 — February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber, 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco _ __ $25 64 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer . 26 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $80 91 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber, 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco $80 11 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 80 



1891 — To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $11 87 



1891 — By cash paid into State Treas- 
ury by J. H. Widber, Treasurer of 
City and County of San Francisco. $11 76 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer _ 11 



1891 — To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County of 
San Francisco, and' ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer $8 00 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber, 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco.. _ $7 82 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer _. 18 
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DOCKBT or ESCHKATSD- 



Number. 



Title of Court and Cause. 



Attorney. 



Office No. 47. 
Court No. 7390. 



In the Superior (^ourt of the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of 
California. In the matter of the 
estate of G. D. Schick, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 48. 
Court No. 6764. 



In the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of 
California. In the matter of the 
estate of Louis Chely, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California,, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 49. 
Court No. 63. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Jas. Jordon, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 50. 
Court No. 3224. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Felix Faber, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 5L 
Court No. — . 



In the Superior Court of the County 
of Tulare, State of California. In 
the matter of the estate of Fred- 
erick Matern, deceased. 



E. W. Holland appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 52. 
Court No. 6330. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of James Gowrie, deceased. 



John T. Rogers •appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 53. 
Court No. 7313. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Emma K. Brandt, de- 
ceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attomey-Gren- 
eral. 



Office No. 54. 
Court No. 6159. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of John Donovan, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 
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Estates— Continued. 



Receipts. 



Disbursements. 



1891 — To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County of 
San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer $19 19 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
San Francisco _ |19 00 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 19 



1891 — To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County of 
San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer _ $2 90 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasure by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
SanFrancisco $2 88 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 02 



1891 — To amount in said estate in the 
Treasu^ of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer |21 85 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
SanFrancisco $21 64 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 21 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $52 34 



1891— February 6— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
SanFrancisco $61 82 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer _ 52 

1891— March 11— By cash paid into 

State Treasury -._ _$2,231 50 

By costs of suits 38 50 



1891 — To amount in said estate or- 
dered paid into State Treasury. .$2,270 00 



1891 — ^To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $9 46 



1891— March 11— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
SanFrancisco _ $9 37 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer _ 09 



1891 — To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $6 00 



1891— March 11— By cash paid into 
State Treasury ty J. H. Widber, 
Treasurer of City and County of 
SanFrancisco $5 94 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 06 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, ana ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $21 24 



1891— March 11— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
SanFrancisco $21 03 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 21 
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Number. 



Title of Court and Cause. 



Docket or Eschsatbd 



Attorney. 



Office No. 65. 
Court No. 4162. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and Counter of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Jennie Claire, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 66. 
Court No. 3206. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Joseph Rigeaud, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as atr 
tomey to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 67. 
Court No. 2234. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Daniel O'Keef e, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 58. 
Court No. 4253. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Prosper© Bia, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 59. 
Court No. 2266. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San PYancisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of James S. Shields, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 60. 
Court No. 3296. 



In the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of 
California. In the matter of the 
estate of John Reid, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 61. 
Court No. 3379. 



In the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of 
California. In the matter of the 
estate of Delia Griffin, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 62. 
Court No. 4492. 



In the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of 
California. In the matter of the 
estate of George Giles, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 
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Estates— Continued. 



Receipts. 



Disbursements. 



1881— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $173 88 



1891— March 11— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco $172 14 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer _ 1 74 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and Countv 
of San Francisco, and ordered paiS 
into State Treasury, less charges of 

. County Treasurer _ $26 51 



1891 — March 11— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber, 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco $26 24 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 27 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $36 61 



1891— March 11— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco $35 16 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 36 



1881— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer. _ _ $142 10 



1891— March 11— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco _ $140 68 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer _.- 1 42 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $180 : 



1891— March 11— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco _ $179 08 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer __ _ 1 81 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer- $106 51 



1891— March 11— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. Ht Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco _ _._ $105 44 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer - 1 07 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer $348 00 



1891— March 11— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco _ $344 52 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer .-_ 3 48 



1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer $150 49 



1891— March 11— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber, 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco $148 99 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer -- 1 50 
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Docket cf Escheated 



Number. 



Title of Court and Cause. 



Attorney. 



Office No. 6a 
Court No. 197. 



In the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of 
California. In the matter of the es- 
tate of Patrick Sullivan, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 64. 
Court No. 2674. 



In the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of 
California. In the matter of the es- 
tate of Thomas C. Cobum, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 66. 
Court No. la 



In the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of 
California. In the matter of the es- 
tate of John B. Butler, deceased. 



John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 66. 
Court No. 214. 



In the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of 
California. In the matter of the 
estate of Jean Bordelongue, de- 
ceased. 



Johp T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 67. 
Court No. 5486. 



In the Superior Court of the City and i John T. Rogers appointed as at 



County of San Francisco, State of 
California. In the matter of the 
estate of Joseph Cazeaux, deceased. 



tomey to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by (i. A. Johnson,, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 68. 



In the Superior Court of the City and 
County of Napa, State of Cali- 
fornia. In the matter of the estate 
of William Ulrich, deceased. 



0. R. Coghlan appointed as attor- 
ney to recover estate as an escheat 
to the State of California, by W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-General. 



Office No. 69. 



In the Superior Court of the Citjr 
and County of Napa, State of Cali- 
fornia. In the matter of the estate 
of Alice Biert, deceased. 



0. R. Coghlan appointed as attor- 
ney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 70. 



In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of Napa, State of Cali- 
fornia. In the matter of the estate 
of George Gibson, deceased. 



0. R. Coghlan appointed as attor- 
ney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 71. 



In the Superior Court of the County 
of San Joaquin, State of California. 
In the matter of the estate of J as. 
Rickards, deceased. 



Julius F. Fassett appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. Hart,,Attomey-Gen- 
eral. 
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EsTATSS — Continued. 



Receipts. 


Disbursements. 


1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 


1891— March 11— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco $0 31 


of County Treasurer |0 31 


By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 


1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of Ran Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer $1 00 


1891— March 11— By cash paid into 
State Treasuiry by J. H. Widber, 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco $0 99 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer _ 01 




1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer _ |0 12 


1891— March 11-By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber, 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco _ $0 12 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer _ 


1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
(rf County Treasurer |1 00 


1891— March 11— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber, 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco $0 99 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 01 




1891— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, ana ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer «_ $1 56 


1891— March 11— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber, 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco |1 54 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 02 
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Docket or Escheatid 



Number. 


Title of Court aud Cause. 


Attorney. 


Office No. 72. 
Court No. 4760. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Onorato Sciaccaluga, de- 
ceased. 


Messrs. Nowlin <% Fassett ap- 
pointed as attorneys to recover 
estate as an escheat to the State 
of California, by W. H. H. Hart, 
Attomey-Cieneral. 


Office No. 7a 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Constant Sauveur, de- 
ceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 74 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Paul Fisher, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 75. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Ellen Stray, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 76. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of J. W. Gwewen, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 77. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of J. C. Heistand, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 78. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of E. U. Polkinghom, de- 
ceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 79. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California In the matter of the 
estate of T. B. de Borden, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 
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Estates— Continued. 



Receipts. 



Disbunements. 



1892— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer _._ $246 76 



1892— August 9— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco $246 76- 

By fees retained by County Treas- 



1892— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer $19 12 



1892— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer $3 00 



1892— May 20— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber, 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco _ $18 9a 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer _ 1^ 



1892— May 20— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber, 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco $2 97 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer.. _ _ _ oa 



1892 — ^To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $4 44 



1892— May 20— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County of 
SanFrancisco. _ $4 40 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 04 



1892 — To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer. -_- $14 10 



1892— May 20— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
SanFrancisco $13 96 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 14 



1892— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $6 60 



1892— May 20— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
SanFrancisco $5 54 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 06 



1892— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $2 75 



1892— May 20— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
SanFrancisco. $2 72 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer _ oa 



1892— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $6 20 



1892— May 20— By cash paid into 
State Treasury 'by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
SanFrancisco $6 14 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer .- 06 
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Docket of Eschsatbd 



Number. 


Title of Court and Cause. 


Attorney. 


Office No. 80. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Joseph C. Heard, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 81. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of A. H. Wiegand, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 82. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of James Tonry, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 83. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Charles Robertson, de- 
ceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 84. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Charles Benjamin, de- 
ceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 86. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Annie B. Leube, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at^ 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 86. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Patrick Sullivan, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as a1^ 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 87. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Edward Perry, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 
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INSTATES — Continued. 



(Receipts. 



Disbursements. 



1892— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $3 71 



1892— May 20— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
San Francisco _ $3 67 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer.. _ _ 04 



1892 — To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $13 12 



1892— May 20— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of Citv and County of 
San Francisco... 1 - |12 99 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 13 



1892 — To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $1 30 



1892— May 20— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber, 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco _ |1 29 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer. ._ _ 01 



1892— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San l^rancisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $35 74 



1892— May 20— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco $36 38 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer ._-. 36 



1892 — To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer _.. $9 90 



1892— May 20— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber, 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco _ $9 80 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer _ _ --- 10 



1892 — To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer _.. $6 < 



1892— May 20-By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco __ $6 49 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer • 17 



1892— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $0 39 



1892— May 20— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco - $0 i 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer __ __ 



1892— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer _. $0 97 



1892— May 20— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and Couuty of 
SanFrancisco $0 96 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 01 
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Docket of Escheated 



Number. 


Title of Court and Cause. 


Attorney. 


Office No. 88. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Chas. Albrandt, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 89. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Wm. Snider, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by (x. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 90. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Henry Luke, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as. an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by (t. a. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 91. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of Jean Fourton, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 92. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California, In the matter of the 
estate of Jacob Peters, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 93. 


• 

In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of John Venner, deceased. 


John T. Rogers appointed as at- 
torney to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 94. 


In the Superior Court of the County 
of Siskiyou, State of California. In 
the matter of the estate of L. W. 
La Croix, deceased. 


Warren & Taylor appointed as at- 
torneys to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 95. 
1892, Aug. 3. 


In the Superior Court of the County 
of Siskiyou, State of California. In 
the matter of the estate of Chris- 
tina Abrams, deceased. 


Warren <fe Taylor appointed as at- 
torneys to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 96. 


In the Superior Court of the County 
of Siskiyou, State of California. In 
the matter of the estate of Erastus 
Hale, deceased. 


Warren & Taylor appointed as at- 
torneys to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 
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EsTATBS— Continued. 



Receipts. 



Disbursements. 



1892— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $3 21 



1892— May 20— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
San Francisco _.. $3 18 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 03 



1892— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer ^ $19 50 



1892— May 20— By cash paid into 

' State Treasury by J. H. Widber 

Treasurer of City and County oi 

SanFrancisco $19 31 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer __. 19 



1892— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County of 
San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer $8 84 



1892— May 20— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco --l _.. $8 76 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer - __ 09 



1892— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County of 
San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer _ $45 16 



1892— May 20— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco $44 70 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 46 



1892— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County of 
San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury^ less charges 
of County Treasurer $196 66 



1892— May 20— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber. 
Treasurer of City and County oi 
San Francisco $193 69 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer _ _ 1 96 



892— To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County of 
San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer $630 16 



1892— May 20— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by J. H. Widber, 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco _ $623 86 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer _ _ "6 30 
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Docket of Escheatbd 



Number. 



Title of Court and Caune. 



I 



Attorney. 



Office No. 97. 
1892, Aug. 3. 



In the Superior ('ourt of the County 
of Siskiyou, State of California. In 
the matter of the estate of John 
Madden, deceased. 



Warren & Taylor appointed as at- 
torneys to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 98. 
1892, Aug. 3. 



In the Superior Court of the County 
of Siskiyou, State of California. In 
the matter of the estate of James 
Armstrong, deceased. 



Warren & Taylor appointed as at- 
torneys to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 99. 
1892, Aug. 3. 



In the Superior Court of the County 
of Siskiyou, State of California. In 
the matter of the estate of S. W. 
Thurston, deceased. 



Warren & Taylor appointed as at- 
torneys to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. Hart. Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 100. 
1892, Aug. 3. 



In the Superior Court of the County 
of Siskiyou, State of California. In 
the matter of the estate of John 
Coleman, deceased. 



Warren & Taylor appointed as at- 
torneys to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



Office No. 101. 
1892, Aug. 3. 



In the Superior Court of the County 
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